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ABSTRACT
T he purpose o f th is  study w as to a scer ta in  em p ir ica lly  w hether  
ch ildren  learn ing a f ir s t  or  secon d  language and adults learn ing a  
secon d  language u se  s im ila r  s tr a te g ie s .  198 foreign  adults and 16 
foreign  ch ildren  (with d ifferent lin g u istic  and cultural backgrounds), 
who had been in the United S ta te s  from  a few  w eek s to two y e a r s ,  
w ere  ad m in istered  t e s t s  to eva lu ate th e ir  com prehension  of the 
sy n ta ctic  s tru c tu r es  involved in the E a sy /E a g er  d istin ction , the non­
identity condition in pronom inalization , and A sk /T e ll d istin ction . In 
addition, N e g a tiv e s , W h-q u e stio n s , and so m e Inflections w ere  
productively  e lic ite d  from  the ch ildren  in an experim ental se ttin g .
A s ta t is t ic a l a n a ly sis  o f  the data w as perform ed on an IB M /360  
com puter and product m om ent co rre la tio n s  w ere  calcu lated  for  a ll the 
p erform ance v a r ia b le s  and other v a r ia b les  such  as a g e , period o f  
'ex p o su re1 to  E nglish  in hom e country and the United S ta te s  e tc .  F or  
ad u lts, no co rre la tio n s  w ere  found betw een age or  period o f 'exp osu re' 
to E n g lish , and any o f the p erform an ce v a r ia b le s . F or ex a m p le , the 
P r im itiv e  R ule U s e r s ,  In term ed ia tes, and P a s s e r s  on the E a sy /E a g e r  
T e s t  had a lm o st the sa m e  m ean a g e , the sa m e  m ean period of 
'exposure' to E nglish  in th eir  hom e co u n tr ie s , and in the United
vii i
S ta te s .  S im ila r ly , no relationsh ip  w as found betw een the su b je c ts1 
native languages and th e ir  s tr a te g ie s  in decoding the stru c tu res  
stu d ied . P erhaps in ter feren ce  from  on e’s  f ir s t  language is  m ost  
operative at the phonological le v e l w h ere the n e c e ssa r y  autom ati­
zation o f articu la tory  habits b eco m es d ifficu lt, though perhaps not 
im p o ss ib le , beyond a certa in  a g e . At the lev e l o f syn tax , w h ere  
higher lev e l cogn itive  p r o c e s se s  are  in volved , th ere should be 
litt le  in ter feren ce .
T he r e su lts  on the E a sy /E a g e r  T e s t  show  that native ch ild ren , 
foreign  ch ild ren , and foreign  adults appear to  be using s im ila r  
stra teg ie s:  w ith in creasin g  com petence in decoding th is  type of 
stru ctu re  all th ese  groups have a stron g  tendency to exp ect and 
se e k  the m arked form  o f the a d j e c t iv e , i .e . , the form  that in d ica tes  
that deep stru ctu re  re la tion s have undergone tran sform ation . T he  
resu lts  on Pronom inalization  and A sk /T e ll support th is finding of 
"essentia l"  s im ila r ity  in the p ro cessin g  s tr a te g ie s  o f th e se  th ree  
grou p s.
F oreign  ch ild ren 's com petence in N egation w as found to  be 
p ara lle l to  th e ir  com petence in W h-questions, a s  in the c a s e  o f  
native ch ild ren . S im ila r ly , in th e ir  perform ance on In flection s, 
the foreign  ch ildren  exhib ited  the sa m e pattern of overgen era liza tion  
and p rob ab ilistic  p erform ance a s  has been found in the sp eech  of
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native le a rn e rs  o f E n g lish .
F o r  adults w e have data only  on com prehension  and, if  we' can  
g en era lize  from  s tr a te g ie s  o f perception  to s tr a te g ie s  o f lea rn in g , 
th e se  data provide support fo r  the hypothesis o f "essentia l"  
s im ila r ity  betw een the p r o c e s se s  o f f ir s t  and second  language 
acq u isition  in the c a s e  o f the stru c tu res  stu d ied .
T he re su lts  o f  th is study have im portant im p lication s fo r  the  
m ethods o f teach ing foreign  lan gu ages. An overem p h asis  on 
" correctn ess"  in the e a r ly  s ta g e s  s e r v e s  no usefu l purpose and 
m ight even  in ter fere  with the natural p r o c ess  o f language lea rn in g .
A s in the c a se  o f native le a r n e rs  o f E n glish , the sy ste m a tic  •e r r o r s ’ 
o f the fore ign  le a r n e r s  a lso  w ill autom atically  d isappear as th e ir  
sy ste m  approaches the ta rg et sy ste m  m ore c lo s e ly .  S im ila r ly ,  
a s  in the c a se  o f native le a r n e rs  o f E n glish , d r ills  o f patterns and 
stru c tu res  that don’t  f it  into the growing sy stem  of the foreign  
lea rn er  a re  not lik e ly  to have any e ffec t on h is learning; if  o v erd o n e, 
th ese  d r il ls  m ight lead  to a  rig id ity  which defeats the v e r y  purpose  
o f teaching a foreign  language a s  an instrum ent of com m unication .
x
INTRODUCTION
T he purpose o f th is  study is  to  a scerta in  em p ir ica lly  w hether  
ch ildren  learn ing a f ir s t  o r  a  secon d  language, and adults learn in g  
a  second  language, u se  s im ila r  s tr a te g ie s . Of la te  th ere  h as been  
a grea t deal o f specu lation  about th is p rim arily  a s  a  re su lt  o f  
r esea rch  in f ir s t  language acq u isition . It s e e m s  that ch ild ren  
acq u ire th e ir  f ir s t  language through a certa in  amount o f  ex p o su re , 
filter in g  what th ey  hear in such  a way that it f it s  in w ith th e ir  
grow ing sy ste m  w hich , in sp ite  o f la rg e  d ifferen ces in th e ir  
am bient lin g u ist ic  en v iron m en ts, s e e m s  to  grow  in a  p a rticu la r  
seq u en ce among ch ildren  learn ing the sa m e language, and at a  
higher le v e l of a b straction , among children  learning d ifferen t  
languages (Brown 1973b). If w e re jec t the n ativ ist in terp reta tion , 
w hich m e r e ly  d isco u ra g es  fu rth er enquiry, then th is s im ila r ity  could  
be attributed to the u se  o f s im ila r  'Operating P r in c ip les ' or  
s tr a te g ie s  o f  learn ing (S lob in  1973). T h ere does not appear to  be 
any lo g ica l reason  o r  real ev id en ce that ch ildren  and adults learn ing  
a secon d  language u se  any d ifferent s tr a te g ie s  or  p r o c e s s e s .  On 
the con trary  in fa c t (R avem  1968; Dato 1971; Cook 1973). F rench  (1949)
o b served  a  str ik in g  s im ila r ity  in the e r r o r s  com m itted  by A m erican , 
B ritish  and foreign  s tu d en ts . Many r e se a r c h e r s  have reported  
that a  la rg e  num ber o f adult lea rn ers ' sy n tactic  e r r o r s  are  not 
tra cea b le  to  th e ir  native languages (R ichards 1971; E rvin -T rip p  1970b 
G eorge 1972; Burt and K iparsky 1972).
T he p resen t study has been undertaken to  in vestiga te  em p ir ica lly  
the s tr a te g ie s  o f ch ildren  and adults learn ing E nglish  a s  a  Second  
L anguage. 16 foreign  ch ildren  and 198 foreign  adults who had been  
in the United S ta te s  from  a few  w eek s to  two y e a r s  w ere  ad m in istered  
t e s t s  to  a scerta in  th e ir  com prehension  of so m e se le c te d  a sp e c ts  
o f E nglish  syntax w hich have been the su b ject o f ex ten siv e  study  
in F ir s t  Language A cquisition  r e se a r c h . Both ch ildren  and adults  
w ere  ad m in istered  t e s t s  on th eir  com prehension  o f the sy n ta ctic  
s tru ctu res  involved in the E a sy /E a g e r  d istin ction , non-identity  
condition in pronom inalization , and A sk /T e ll d istin ction . In 
addition, N eg a tiv es, W h -q u estion s, and so m e  Inflections w ere  
productively  e lic ited  from  the children  in an exp erim ental se tt in g .
T he ch ildren  w ere  in terview ed  ind ividually , and the approach to  
in terview ing w as what m ay be term ed  'C lin ica l' o r  P iagetian; in 
other w o rd s, ev ery  child  w as treated  in a w ay con sid ered  m ost  
su itab le  fo r  h im . T he adults w ere given  th ese  te s ts  in groups  
in th eir  regu lar c la s s e s  in the E nglish  Language and O rientation
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P rogram  at L ou isiana S ta te  U n iv ers ity , Baton R ouge.
T he gen era l approach of the p resen t study is  to  apply the findings  
o f cu rren t resea rch  on the acqu isition  o f E n glish  a s  a  f ir s t  language  
to  study the p r o c e s se s  o f learn ing E nglish  as a secon d  language.
T o  provide a se c u r e  b a s is  for  co m p a riso n , an e ffo r t w as m ade to  
u tiliz e  the m ethods and m a ter ia ls  em ployed  in f ir s t  language  
r e se a r c h . H ow ever, in m ost c a ses  v a r io u s m od ification s had 
to  be m ade to  su it  the d ifferent conditions of th is  stu d y . T he  
follow ing is  a  partial l is t  o f the so u r c e s  con su lted  fo r  m ethods 
and m a ter ia ls  on variou s a sp ects  o f developm ental syntax w hich  
form  the su b ject o f th is  study:
G eneral: Brown (1973b); S lob in  (e d .)  (1967); Ferguson  and 
S lob in  ( e d s .)  (1973); Brown (1970); G ardner and 
L am bert (1972); S lob in  (e d .)(1 9 7 1 ).
E a sy /E a g e r : C hom sky, C . ,  (1969); C rom er 1970, 1972, 1974; 
Cambon and S in c la ir  1974; K esse l 1970.
P ronom in alization : C hom sky, C . ,  (1969); R o ss  1967; G ruber  
1967; K esse l 1970.
A s k /T e l 1 /P r o m ise  : C hom sky, C . ,  (1969); Rosenbaum  1970; 
K esse l 1970; K elleh er 1973.
Negation: K lim a 1964; B ellugi 1965, 1967; E rvin  1964a; K lim a  
and B ellugi 1966; M cN eill and M cN eill 1968.
W h -q u estion s: Brown 1968a; B ellugi 1965, 1967; Cazden
1967; Ervin 1964a; G ruber 1967; K lim a and 
B ellugi 1966; W eir 1962.
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Inflections: Berko 1958; B ellugi 1965 , 1967; F r a s e r , B ellu g i 
and Brown 1963; Brown 1973b; M cN eill 1970;
Brown and Bellugi 1964; Cazden 1965, 1967;
G ruber 1967; Ervin 1964a,b; K lim a and B ellugi 
1966.
T he plan o f  the w ork is  a s  follow s: th e f ir s t  tw o chap ters  
d isc u ss  th e current approaches (p sych o log ica l and lin g u istic ) to  the  
study o f language acqu isition , and the g o a ls , m ethods and ach ieve­
m ents o f the ongoing resea rch  in the f ie ld , w ith a  v iew  to  bringing  
the is s u e s  involved into a  sharp fo c u s . T he th ird  chapter ou tlin es  
the cu rren t findings and sp ecu la tion s about th e acqu isition  
s tr a te g ie s  o f the native lea rn ers  in the c a s e  o f  a  few  a sp e c ts  
o f E nglish  syntax as indicated above. C hapter fou r d is c u s s e s  the  
th eo retica l b a s is  o f the hypothesis o f  s im ila r ity  betw een the  
s tr a te g ie s  o f f ir s t  and secon d  language a cq u is itio n . Chapter f iv e  
rep orts  the re su lts  o f the p resen t study about the perform ance and 
s tr a te g ie s  o f foreign  children and adults and com p ares them  w ith the 
perform an ce and s tr a te g ie s  o f native le a r n e r s  o f  E nglish  (a s  out­
lined in Chaper 3 ). The final chapter su m m a r iz e s  the findings  
o f the p resen t study and d isc u s se s  th e ir  im p lica tio n s fo r  the  
m ethods o f  teaching foreign  lan gu ages.
CHAPTER I
APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF LANGUAGE ACQUISITION
How children  learn  language has long fascin ated  the sc h o la r  and 
the cu riou s laym an a lik e . T he e a r lie s t  known attem pt to  understand  
the phenom enon, as reported by H erodotus, w as m ade in about 
600 B . C . , when the Egyptian king P sam etich u s ordered  two ch ildren  
to  be brought up in a sp e e c h le ss  environm ent to find out w hich language  
th ey  would speak  f ir s t .  S in ce  the f ir s t  word the ch ildren  reported ly  
spoke w as b ek o s , the Phrygian word fo r  "bread", the king declared  
Phrygian to be an o ld er  language than E gyptian. (R aw linson 1880:2-3)  
T he underlying assum ption is  that the o ld est language is  innate and 
w ill develop  autom atically  if  th ere  is  no environm ental in ter feren ce . 
T h u s, though language is  b elieved  to be innate, the im portance of the  
environm ent is  a lso  recognized  b eca u se , u n less  the ch ild  is  iso la te d , 
he w ill supposed ly  learn  the language spoken in h is environm ent.
A  s im ila r  experim ent w as perform ed by King F red erick  II 
(1 1 9 2 /9 3 -1 2 5 0 ) who had som e children brought up from  birth in com ­
p lete s ile n c e  in ord er to ascerta in  what language they would sp eak .
But the exp erim en t fa iled  b ecau se all the ch ildren  d ied . (M asson 1957)
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In sp ite  o f a continuing in te r e st  in the su b jec t, the question  of how 
language is  acquired rem ain s unansw ered. H ow ever, during the la s t  
tw o d eca d es , b ecau se o f in ten sive  resea rch  a ctiv ity  in th is  a r e a , the 
is s u e s  involved have been brought into a sh arp er  focus though the final 
an sw er s t i l l  rem ains as e lu s iv e  as e v e r .
C u rren tly , th ere are th ree d ifferent approaches to the explanation  
o f language acquisition: A sso c ia tio n is t , P r o c e s s ,  and C ontent. The  
tab le on pp. 7 -8  show s the p osition s o f the proponents o f th e se  th ree  
approaches on d ifferent a sp e c ts  of the q u estion , including th e ir  general 
philosophical and p sycholog ica l o r ien ta tio n s.
T he A sso c ia tio n ist  Approach  
A s pointed out by K endler (1 9 6 8 ),S -R  A sso c ia tio n ism  i s  not a 
unitary concept "with a s e t  o f c lea rcu t assu m ption s that have d eterm i­
nate em p ir ica l co n seq u en ces."  ( p .388) It i s  actu ally  a group of 
com peting th eo r ies  with the variou s th eo r ists  d iffering "about a w ide  
v a r ie ty  of is s u e s  varying from  the definition o f the stim u lu s and 
resp o n se  to the p rin cip les  that govern a sso c ia t iv e  form ation  and 
stren gth en in g ." (p . 389)
H ow ever lo o se  the term  m ay b e , it i s  s t i l l  a  usefu l label fo r  the 
many th eo r is ts  lik e  M ow rer (1954), O sgood (1957 , 1963, 1968, 1971), 
S k in n er (1957), and S ta a ts  (1963, 1968, 1971) who have tr ied  to deal 
with language behavior u tiliz in g  the p rin cip les  o f c la s s ic a l  and operant 
conditioning. T h ere  a r e , h ow ever, a grea t many d ifferen ces  among 
th em , with m ost th eo r ists  constantly  sh ifting  o r  m odifying th e ir
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A pproaches to  the Study of Language A cquisition
A sso c ia ­
tio n ist
P r o c e ss Content
T h eo r is ts
Sk inner
S taa ts
B ever
Fodor
Chom sky
Katz
B r a in e .....  . ■ > Brown
Issu es
P h ilosop h ica l E m p ir ic ism E m p iric ism R ationalism
position
R ole o f P a s s iv e , A ctiv e , A ctiv e ,
sub ject in R eproductive R econstructive R econ stru ctive
m ental
activ ity
B io log ica l M erely  define G eneral S p e c if ic  language
fa cto rs the form  and cogn itive but p ro cessin g
sco p e  of s p e c ie s - stru ctu res
physical sp e c if ic incorporating
resp on se inform ation lin g u istic
p ro cessin g u n iv ersa ls
stru ctu res
U niqueness Language Language Language unique
behavior unique to man to  man and a lso
continuous but within independent
with other man from  h is  other
human and integrated behaviors
anim al with h is  other
behavior behaviors
L in gu istic
m odel
M arkovian G enerative G enerative
I
P r o c e s s  o f  
acquisition
C om petence-
perform ance
Language and 
cognition
Mental
con stru cts
R esearch
stra teg y
A sso c ia ­
tio n ist
A ssocia tion  
linking and 
m ediational 
p r o c e s se s
P erform ance: 
em p h asis  on 
the study of 
perform ance
P r o c e ss
D ifferentia­
tion:
abstraction s
derived
from
exp erien ce
Equal em pha­
s i s  on both 
com petence  
and
perform ance
Language
equals
cognition
No m ental
con stru cts
postulated
Language
dependent
M ental 
con stru cts  
postulated but 
tied  to  
o b serv a b les  
o r  at le a s t  
th eo retica lly  
d erivab le from  
them
Understand  
s im p le  
phenom ena  
f ir st;  then 
study com plex  
phenom ena
C om plex to  
s im p le
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Content
Enrichm ent: 
m atching, 
based on 
innate ideas
Com petence: 
em p h asis on an 
ab stract, a x io ­
m atic s y s te m ,  
unconstrained  
by pet'form ance  
fa cto rs
Language
independent
Mental con stru cts  
linked to  
lin g u istic  
con stru cts  
postulated: not 
n e c e s sa r ily  
tied  to  
ob servab le  
behavior
Com plex to  
sim p le
T h is  table is  partly  based  on S te in b erg  (1971:490) and 
R eber (1973:316)
p o sitio n s. Osgood (1971), f o r  ex a m p le , has gradually  m oved s o  far  
from  the o th er A sso c ia tio n is ts  that R eber (1973: 311) i s  led  to  ob serv e  
th a t , "In many w a y s , the n eo -b eh a v io r ism  of O sgood (s e e  e sp e c ia lly  
1971) and the m en ta lism  of Katz (1964), Fodor (1966), and B ever  
(1968, 1970a, 1970b) and o th ers a re  c lo s e r  togeth er than any of the  
disputants c a r e s  to adm it."
The b a sic  assu m ption s o f the A sso c ia tio n is t  position  are  that a ll 
beh avior, both o v ert and m ed iatin g , i s  a function of previous ex p e r ien ce ,  
i . e . ,  p rev iou sly  exp erien ced  stim u li and p rev iou sly  executed  resp o n ses;  
and that a sso c ia tio n  betw een stim u li and resp o n ses  tak es p lace through  
contigu ity . B ecau se o f th e se  two assum ptions the A sso c ia tio n is ts  
concentrate on the exp erim en ta l m anipulation of b ehavior (through the 
varying o f s tim u li) , to the ex c lu sio n  o f the su b jec t's  p r ior  ex p er ien ce  
and h ered ity . T h is  being s o ,  the b io log ica l com ponent o f behavior is  
relegated  to a su b sid ia ry  position: the neurology and physio logy of any 
organ ism  sim p ly  define the sco p e  and form  o f the physica l re sp o n se . 
F u rth er, the A sso c ia tio n is ts  hold that th ere  i s  nothing unique about 
language behavior; it  i s  governed by the sa m e  p rin cip les  a s  underlie  
a ll other fo rm s o f b eh av ior, anim al o r  hum an.
C oncentrating a s  the A sso c ia tio n is ts  do on ex tern a lly  ob servab le  
b eh av ior, they m ake no d istin ction  betw een com petence and perform ance  
and, consequently , betw een language (a s an a b stract sy ste m ) and s p e e c h : 
the domain of th e ir  s tu d ies  is  s im p ly  sp eech  o r  p erform an ce.
In th e ir  d escr ip tion  o f language a cq u isitio n , the A sso c ia tio n is ts  do
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not draw upon any lin g u istic  m od els  to ch a ra c ter ize  the nature of  
what is  learned  but rather le t  th e ir  in terpretation  o f how it is  learned  
determ ine the ch aracter iza tion  o f what is  lea rn ed . F or th em , language 
learning is  p rim arily  a form ation  o f a sso c ia tio n s— betw een w ords and 
th e ir  re feren ts , and betw een w ords uttered  in a  seq u en ce , a s  in a 
sen ten ce  or  a p h ra se . T h ere  i s ,  o f c o u r se , a  g rea t deal o f s te r e o ­
typed language behavior that would f it  th is m odel o f lea rn in g . F or  
in stan ce , there is  a lw ays a fa ir ly  la rg e  num ber o f co llo ca tio n s and 
c lic h e s  in c ircu lation  which a re  highly sta b le  and predictable; and 
everybody u se s  so m e w e ll-p r a c tise d  p h rases in h is  sp eech  w h erever  
they f it  in , and they f it  in b ecau se  o f the rep etitive  nature o f a 
la rg e  number of our a c tiv it ie s  and s itu a tio n s .
The conclusion  o f the A sso c ia tio n is ts  from  th is observation  that 
all speech  w as a  m atter o f m ere  le f t- to -r ig h t  a sso c ia tio n s  w as not 
incom patible with the taxonom ic m odel o f the B loom field ian  s c h o o l. 
Though the B loom field ians postu lated  a h ierarch y  o f le v e ls  in th eir  
m odel of lin g u istic  d escrip tion  y e t , w ithin each  le v e l ,  it w as s im p ly  
a m atter o f units com bining in certa in  patterns to  form  units at the 
next h igher le v e l . Thus, phonem es com bine to form  m orphem es  
w hich , in turn, com bine to form  w o rd s , w hich com bine to form  
se n te n c e s . T h is  m odel supports the v iew  that language acquisition  
in volves so le ly  the learning o f units and th eir  a rra n g em en ts , which  
p r o c e ss  could v ery  p lausib ly  be explained as  the form ation  of  
a s so c ia t io n s .
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N ow , if  the form ation o f a  sen ten ce  i s  view ed  sis the resu lt o f  
le f t- to -r ig h t  a sso c ia tio n s  or d ep en d en cies, then it  f it s  n eatly  into the 
m odel o f a sequence treated  a s  a ch a in . In the learn ing of a  chain  
each  resp on se is  under the control o f an external s tim u lu s , but a fter  
so m e  learning has taken p lace the preced ing resp o n ses  act a s  stim u li 
to  the next resp o n se . L ash ley  (1951) pointed out that th is  m odel w as  
g r o s s ly  inadequate; an o vera ll organ izational sch em a ta  had to  be 
postulated to account fo r  m ost sk illed  p e r fo r m a n c e .1
H ow ever, L ash ley ’s  w arnings did not stop  the A sso c ia tio n is ts  
from  adopting the Markov probability  m odel (d erived  from  the work  
o f inform ation th eo r ists  in the fie ld  o f com m unication) a s  a d escr ip ­
tion o f language behavior. Of c o u r se , any language corpus w ill show  
so m e s ta t is t ic a lly  stab le  c h a r a c te r is t ic s  lik e  p rob ab ilities o f occu r­
ren ce of certa in  parts of sp eech  and tran sition a l p rob ab ilities between  
th em , but th ese  ch a ra c te r is t ic s  o f language treated  a s  product have 
no n e c e ssa r y  connection with language con sid ered  as p r o c e s s . T h ere  
is  so m e ev id en ce that le f t- to -r ig h t  habits do o ccu r  and do have an
11n the c a se  of human sp eech  the situation  is  even  m ore com plex . 
L enneberg (1967) c ite s  ev id en ce to show  that in the production of 
sp eech  p h ysio logical ev en ts , w hich p reced e a co u stic  e v e n ts , m ay be 
tw ice  as long as the duration o f a co u stic  e v e n ts . He concludes that 
"the sequential arrangem ents o f m u scu la r  even ts require preplanning  
with anticipation of la te r  even ts; th e r e fo r e , the o ccu rren ce  o f so m e  
ev en ts  is  contingent upon other ev en ts  y e t  to co m e , which m ay be 
adduced as proof that sequencing on a n eu rom uscu lar le v e l i s  not 
accom plished  by an a sso c ia tiv e  m ech an ism ."  (p . 120)
e ffec t  on reca ll (C olem an 1963), but that is  not a  sig n ifica n t a sp ect  
of language behavior. M ore im p ortan tly , language is  h iera rch ica lly  
organ ized , and the d ec is io n s  at the h igher le v e ls  d eterm ine the s e le c ­
tion s at the low er le v e l w h ere , i f  a w e ll—reh earsed  phrase or  so m e  
other seq uence o f units i s  ava ilab le  and appropriate, it w ill be reeled  
o ff, show ing a le ft—to -r ig h t dependency at that le v e l .  (M iller , G alanter, 
and Pribram  1960) But as Lenneberg(1967)1 points out, even  fo r  the  
utterance of a  s in g le  sp eech  sound a v e r y  com plex  neural sch em a  is  
needed s o  that the variou s m u sc le s  w ill in itia te  th e ir  m ovem ents at 
the right m om ent (accurate to m illisec o n d s) to  produce the n e c e ssa r y  
sou n d .
T he culm ination of the A sso c ia tio n is t  position  on language acq u isi­
tion  w as S k in n er 's  Verbal B ehavior , published in 1957, the y e a r  in 
which a lso  appeared C hom sky's S y n ta ctic  S tru ctu res  presenting  the  
T ran sform ation a l-G en erative  m odel o f language, a  m odel which fo rc e ­
fu lly  drew  attention to the com p lex ity  of language and the fundam ental 
inadequacy of the B loom field ian  m odel in d escrib in g  i t .  In h is rev iew  
of S k in n er's  V erbal Behavior Chom sky (1959) points out that the 
"questions to which S k inner has ad d ressed  h is  sp ecu la tion s a re  hope­
le s s ly  p rem atu re. It i s  fu tile  to  inquire into the causation  of verbal 
behavior until much m ore is  known about the sp e c if ic  ch aracter  of  
th is  behavior; and th ere  is  l it t le  point in specu lating  about the p ro cess
1S e e  footnote on page 11
o f acqu isition  without much b etter  understanding o f what is  acq u ired ."  
( p .55) Chom sky further a ccu ses  Sk in n er o f unjustifiably  extending  
the te r m s  borrow ed from  experim ental psychology s o  that they  lo s e  
th e ir  ob jective m eaning "and take o v er  the fu ll v a gu en ess o f ord inary  
language,"  with the resu lt that " if w e take h is  te r m s  in th e ir  lite r a l 
m eaning, the description  co v ers  a lm o st no asp ect o f verbal b eh avior, 
and if  w e take them  m etap h orica lly , the d escrip tion  o ffers  no im prove­
m ent o v er  variou s traditional form u la tion s."  ( p .54) C om m enting on 
the inadequacy of S -R  A sso c ia tio n ism  in explaining language b eh av ior, 
Fodor (1965: 73) points out that "a strik in g  featu re of lin g u istic  
behavior is  its  freedom  from  the control of sp ec ifia b le  loca l stim u li 
o r  independently indentifiable drive s ta te s .  In typ ical s itu a tio n s , what 
is  sa id  m ay have no obvious correla tion  with conditions in the im m edi­
ate lo ca lity  of the sp eak er o r  with h is recen t h isto ry  of deprivation  
o r  r e w a r d ."
C onsider the learning problem  involved if  it i s  a ssu m ed  that the
child  lea rn s  the positions of w ords in sen ten ces  accord ing to th e ir
le ft- to -r ig h t  transitional prob ab ilities in h is  e x p er ie n c e . A ccording
to M ille r , G alanter, and Pribram  (1960: 147) "the ch ild  would have to 
20hear about 3 x 1 0  sen ten ces  per second  in ord er  to be exposed  to all 
the inform ation n e c e ssa r y  . . .  to produce sen ten ces  accord ing to  
th ese  le f t- to -r ig h t  ru les o f gram m ar, and that is  on the assum ption  
of a  childhood 100 y ea rs  long with no in terruptions fo r  s le e p in g , 
eating e t c . , and p erfect retention of ev e ry  str in g  of twenty w ords
a fter  one presentation!"  T he c r it ic is m , though som ew hat over­
s ta ted , i s  e s se n t ia lly  v a lid . B raine (1963a) has attem pted to m eet  
th is  kind o f objection by postulating contextual generalization; how­
e v e r , a s  he h im se lf  a d m its , h is  th eory  is  lim ited  in scope, being  
m er e ly  confined to the explanation o f learn ing 'kernel' s e n te n c e s .
(c f . C hom sky 1957) M cN eill (1968) points out that though B ra in e's  
concept o f contextual gen era liza tion  "avoids assum ing that sen ten ces  
c o n s is t  o f nothing m ore than s im p le  le ft- to -r ig h t  transitions"  it  
su ffer s  from  two other lim itation s: f ir s t ,  contextual genera liza tion  
lea d s  m e re ly  to a stru ctu re that can be represented  by p h rase-  
stru ctu re  gram m ar; seco n d , it  is  a p h ra se -stru ctu re  gram m ar that 
exclu d es the p o ss ib ility  of gram m atica l transform ations and a lso  
la ck s the property of recu rsio n — a property which provides a m ajor  
ju stifica tion  of p h ra se -stru ctu re  gram m ars over le ft- to -r ig h t  o r  
fin ite  s ta te  g ra m m a rs , (p p .4 0 8 ,4 1 0 ) T h ere fo re , it is  a  lim ited  so r t  
of p h ra se -stru ctu re  gram m ar and fa lls  far  sh ort o f explaining the  
learn ing o f w o rd -o rd er  with any adequacy. T he A sso c ia tio n ist  
position  in its  ex trem e form  has been given  up by m ost th eo r ists  on 
language a cq u isitio n , excep t perhaps by Sk inner and S ta a ts .
T he Content Approach 
T he 'Content' position  in regard  to language acquisition  is  that a  
child  m ust be born with an innate "knowledge" of lin g u istic  u n iv ersa ls;  
o th erw ise , it  would be d ifficu lt to explain  h is  rapid acquisition of such
I
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com plex sy stem  even though exp osed  to  a v e r y  " degene rate" sam p le  
of it in h is  environm ent. A ccording to Chom sky (1965: 2 7 ), the child  
"approaches the data with the assum ption  that they a re  drawn from  a  
language o f a certa in  antecedently  w ell-d efin ed  ty p e , h is  problem  
being to determ in e which o f the (hum anly) p o ss ib le  languages i s  that 
of the com m unity in which he is  p laced . Language learn ing would be 
im p o ssib le  u n less  th is  w ere  the c a s e ."  A gain , Chom sky and H alle  
(1968) argue that it i s  obvious that "there m ust be a rich sy ste m  of 
a p riori p rop erties  to account fo r  the fact that ev er y  norm al child  
a cq u ires an ex trem e ly  in tr ica te  and a b stract g ram m ar, the p rop erties  
of which are  much undeterm ined by the availab le data" and that th is  
acquisition  p r o c e ss  takes p lace "with grea t sp e e d , under conditions  
that are  fa r  from  id e a l, and . . . [ w ith] lit t le  s ign ifican t variation  
among ch ildren  who m ay d iffer  g rea tly  in in te llig en ce  and ex p er ien ce ."  
( p .4) And th erefo re  th ere is  lit t le  hope "that much of the stru ctu re  of  
language can be learned  by an organ ism  in itia lly  uninform ed as to its  
general ch a ra cter ."  (C hom sky 1965: 57-58)
Follow ing Chom sky m any o th er lin g u ists  have argued fo r  the 
in n aten ess of deep stru c tu res  in syntax on the ground that th ese  
stru ctu res  r a ise  "profound d ifficu ltie s  fo r  any theory o f language  
learn in g ,"  s in c e  "by d efin ition , the b a se  stru ctu res  o f a language are  
not th e m se lv e s  p o ss ib le  u tteran ces in the language" and hence a re  not 
availab le to the child  a s  m odels fo r  e ith e r  im itation  or s e le c t iv e
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r e in fo r c e m e n t.1 (F od or 1966: 112)
T he 'Content' Approach has been attacked on a  num ber o f grounds. 
C hom sky's assum ption  that what the child  lea rn s  is  roughly analogous  
to the sy ste m  of ru les w hich appear in a T ran sform ation a l-G en erative  
gram m ar is  open to  s e r io u s  q u estion . T h ere  s e e m s  to be no em p ir ica l 
ev id en ce in support o f th is; nobody knows y e t  what kind of a gram m ar  
a sp eak er  c a r r ie s  in h is  h ead . T h ere  is  a  grea t deal o f fo rce  in 
D erw ing's (1973: 69) argum ent that " . . .  i f  gram m ars of the Chomskyan  
so r t  cannot be learn ed  by any m eans p resen tly  known, such  gram m ars  
s im p ly  cannot be accepted  a s  p lau sib le  o r  r e a lis t ic  m od els o f any 
actual p sych o log ica l en tity  o r  p r o c e s s ."  In other w o rd s, a lin g u istic  
d escrip tion  is  not n e c e s s a r ily  a m ental r e a lity .
M orton (1970a) q u estion s two assu m p tion s of Chom sky that language 
is  com plex and that the child  lea rn s  it  quickly: "Com plex com pared to 
what? Q uickly com pared to learn ing w hat?" ( p .85) M orton points out 
that it  i s  not p o ss ib le  to "make d irec t com p arison  of the com p lex ity  of 
language with that o f o th er stru c tu res  which have to be acqu ired ,"  
b ecau se "No one has y e t  analyzed pattern recognition  o r  se n so r i-m o to r
1H ow ever, Bow erm an (1973: 175) finds that a lm o st a ll the ru les  
"needed fo r  generating  ch ild ren 's  con stru ction s could be derived  di­
rec tly  from  the su r fa ce  s tr in g s  m odeled by p a ren ts. W henever a la rg e  
d iscrep en cy  e x is t s  betw een the underlying and su r fa ce  stru ctu re  
rep resen tation s of u tter a n c es , ch ildren  u su a lly  fo llow  the m odel 
provided by the su r fa ce  stru ctu re ."
17
co-ord ination  in su ffic ien t d e ta il ." (p . 86) Then he g o es  on to demon­
s tr a te  that even  the " identification  o f so lid  ob jects i s  not e lem en ta ry ,"  
and that "when the task  is  analyzed  in detail w e a re  m ade aw are of the 
com plexity  o f the operations req u ired ."  ( p .90)
F r a se r  (1966) q u estion s M cN eill's  su g g estio n  that the acqu isition  
of syntax by children is  v er y  rap id , taking them  "approxim ately  
th irty  m onths, from  the age of one and a half to  the age of fou r."
F r a se r  convincingly argu es that the startin g  point can e a s ily  be 
advanced to one y ea r  and that developm ent continues beyond the age  
of s ix .  He concludes that "with v e r y  l it t le  effort [w e  have] m ore than 
doubled the tim e a child is  supposed  to  acqu ire lan gu age. C learly  
further ex ten sion s could be argued at e ith e r  end." (pp. 117-118)
Brown (1973b: 30) points out that the "full developm ent s to r y  of the 
understanding of the co-ord in atin g  fo rm s s e e m s  to  extend a s  fa r  as  
e a r ly  a d o lescen ce ."  A fter a com p reh en sive  su rv ey  of the resea rch  in 
language acquisition  from  age f iv e  onw ard, P a lerm o and M olfese  
(1972: 422) reach the con clu sion  that th ere  i s  a  "steady developm ent 
o f lin g u istic  form  [includ ing syntax] from  age 5 to  a d o le sce n c e ."  
Language acquisition  m ay not be s o  fa s t  a fter  a l l .
Nobody h a s , as  y e t , defined c le a r ly  what the sp e c if ic  content of 
the Language A cquisition D ev ice  (L A D) m ight b e , though th ere  are  a 
few  v ery  tentative and highly sp e cu la tiv e  p rop osa ls  about i t .  (Chom sky  
1965,  Katz 1966, M cN eill 1966b) M cN eill (1966b) and m any other  
adherents o f the position  b e liev e  that the child  has innate "knowledge"
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o f the b a se -stru c tu re  r u le s , with the fu rth er  im plication  that a ll 
languages have the sa m e  b ase  r u le s . T he d ifficu lty  with th is  position  
i s  that, cu rren tly , lin g u istic  theory is  in a fluid s ta te  and the nature of  
th e se  b ase  stru ctu re is  being f ie r c e ly  debated. B ach , M cC aw ley, 
F illm o r e , Lakoff (a ll in Bach and H arm s, 1968), and m any o th ers  
have questioned the d istin ction  betw een syntax and sem a n tic s  at the  
b a se  stru ctu re le v e l .  T h ey  have proposed  that the b a se  stru c tu res  
a re  sem an tic  in nature. T y p ica lly , F illm o re  (1968: 88) m aintains  
that an autonom ous le v e l o f sy n ta ctic  deep  stru ctu re  " is an a r tific ia l  
in term ed iate lev e l betw een the em p ir ic a lly  d isco v era b le  'sem a n tic  
deep stru ctu re' and the ob servation a lly  a c c e s s ib le  su r fa ce  s tru c tu re ,  
a lev e l the p rop erties  o f which have m ore to do with the m ethodologi­
ca l com m itm ents of gram m arians than with the nature o f human 
la n g u a g es ."
T he variou s deep sem a n tic  s tr u c tu re s  that have been proposed
look m ore lik e  cogn itive u n iv ersa ls  ra th er than lin g u istic  u n iv e r sa ls .
A s O sgood (1971: 519) puts it  cogently:
T he s t i l l  dom inant v iew  am ong g en era tiv e  lin g u ists  s e e m s  to be 
that su rface  fo rm s o f sen te n c es  a re  tra n sfo rm s o f d eep er  fo rm s  
which are  th em se lv es  sen ten tia l in n ature. O rig in ally  th e se  d eep er  
stru ctu res  w ere  thought to be 'kernel' s en ten ce s  o f a c t iv e ,  
d eclara tive  form ; during the past decade they have gradually  
becom e m ore a b stra ct, but s t i l l  fo rm s of s e n te n c e s . T he im p lica ­
tion of the v ery  recen t work on p resu pp osition , a s  w e ll as  m y  
own litt le  dem onstration , would se e m  to be that what is  
'transform ed' into a su rfa ce  sen ten ce  is  not another 'sen ten ce' 
(hyper or  o th erw ise) but rather a m om entary cogn itive  s ta te  
which is  not lin g u istic  at all y e t  has its  own com plex  sem a n tic  
stru ctu re .
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Fodor, B ev er  and G arrett (1974) s e e m  to be in e sse n tia l a g ree ­
m ent with O sgood . A ccording to them  sp eech  s ta r ts  with " a 
rep resen tation  w hich fo rm a lly  ch a r a c te r iz e s  the sp ea k er’s  com m unica­
tiv e  intent; and . . . ends with a su r fa ce  fo r m . T he f ir s t  i s  presum ed  
to  be at le a s t  as  abst ract a rep resen tation  a s  lin g u istic  sem a n tic s  
provid es fo r  sen ten ces  and to be in the language [ o f  the brain] in 
w hich cen tra l data p ro cessin g  o c c u r s .” ( p .434) T h ey  further warn  
that it  is  ’’prem ature to indulge in p sych o lin gu istic  specu lation  about 
the in n aten ess o f any p articu lar s e t  o f b a se -s tru c tu r e  r u le s” the 
reason  being that
. . . there is  an in tr ica te  problem  of adjudicating betw een the  
c la im s  of the b a se  com ponent, the le x ic o n , and the transform ational 
com ponent in gen eral lin g u istic  th eo ry . Roughly, gram m ars that 
em ploy v ery  powerful transform ational com ponents u se  re la tiv e ly  
s im p le  lex ico n s  and p erm it v ery  a b stra ct b a se  stru ctu res  
generated  by a re la tiv e ly  sm a ll num ber o f b a se -s tru c tu re  ru les;  
c o n v er se ly , s y s te m s  that u se  h ighly elaborated  lex ico n s  
c h a r a c ter is t ic a lly  a ssu m e that the b a se  tr e e  o f a sen ten ce  is  
rather c lo se ly  related  to its  su r fa ce  t r e e ,  and hence that the b ase  
com ponent m ust be rich enough to sp e c ify  a re la tiv e ly  la rg e  num ber 
of types of s tru ctu re ."  (F od or, B ev e r , and G arrett, 1974: 482-83)
But the question  is  by what c r ite r ia  a re  the lin g u ists  going to d ecide  
upon th ese  q u estion s that w ill make th e ir  a n sw ers p sych o log ica lly  
v a lid ?  T he data of the T ran sform ation a l-G en erative  gram m arians  
a re  th e ir  fine spun intuitions and the ju stify in g  c r ite r ia  o f th e ir  
d escr ip tio n s s im p lic ity  and g en era lity . S ap orta  (1965: 99) i s  typical 
in a sser tin g  that the "gram m ar of a language is  p r e c ise ly  the s im p le st
s e t  o f ru les  fo r  accounting fo r  the u tteran ces in the language" and that
"such a position  in vo lves the stro n g est p o ssib le  c la im  about the  
p sycholog ica l va lid ity  o f the form u lation ."  But are  s im p lic ity  and 
g en era lity  o f a gram m ar valid  c r ite r ia  fo r  determ ining its  psycholog­
ica l r ea lity ?  How lin g u istic  ru les a re  stored  in the brain and how  
they  a re  retr ieved  fo r  the perception  and production of sp eech  a re  
em p ir ica l q u estion s w hich , ob v iou sly , cannot be so lved  except 
through observation  and ex p erim en t. M oreover, th ese  c r ite r ia  of 
s im p lic ity  and g en era lity  r e la te , a s  pointed out by Derwing (1973), 
only to  the s to ra g e  a sp ect o f lin g u istic  inform ation, ignoring com p lete­
ly  the problem  of retr iev a l w hich is  no le s s  im portant. T h er e fo r e ,
"the m ost e ffic ien t s to r a g e -r e tr ie v a l sy stem  is  not the one which  
m in im izes  s to r a g e , but the one which adopts the optim al tr a d e -o ff  
betw een econom y of d escrip tion  (s to ra g e ), on the one hand, and 
d eg ree  o f abstraction  (or e a s e  of re tr iev a l) on the oth er."  H ow ever, 
even  if  w e str ik e  the "ideal d egree of balance in th is respect"  the  
em p ir ica l question  rem ain s unsolved "since there is  no reason  to  
think that the language le a r n e r  m ust n e c e s sa r ily  be m axim ally  
e ffic ien t e ith e r ."  (p . 154) A lso , th ere  is  no reason  to b e liev e  that 
m an's brain i s  adapted to econ om ic storage: "Man's brain is  an 
evolu tionary outcom e and th ere  is  no reason to b eliev e  that the  
evolu tionary p r o c ess  i s  su b ject to the log ica l canons of parsim ony and 
e le g a n c e . On the con trary  in fact ."(Boom er 1970: 75)
T he question b o ils  down to this: Is it log ica l to  a s se r t  that a 
gram m ar that has been based  on the intuitions of a sp ea k er , and is
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m axim ally  s im p le  and g en e ra l, is  in so m e way lodged in the brains  
o f the sp ea k ers  o f a language and used  fo r  the perception  and production  
of sp e ec h ?  T h e an sw er , ob v iou sly , i s  that it  i s  not lo g ica l at a l l .
C hom sky's position  that language acquisition  by the child  and 
gram m ar-con stru ction  by the lin g u ist a re  "essentia lly"  s im ila r  
a c tiv it ie s— both involving h yp oth esis-con stru ction  and h yp oth esis-  
testin g— has m any s e r io u s  shortcom in gs a s a  p lausib le explanation  
of the phenom enon. A s Donaldson (1966) has pointed out, th ere  are  a 
g rea t many d ifferen ces  betw een the tw o situations: f ir s t ,  the lin g u ist  
p o s s e s s e s  a developed lin g u ist ic  and cogn itive com petence and has a  
broader range o f data and s k il ls  at h is  com m and w h ereas the child  
is  ex trem ely  lim ited  in th ese  resp ec tsj  seco n d , the child  i s  not 
d escrib in g  lin g u istic  com petence but acquiring it , and it  i s  not at a ll 
c le a r  how he can u se  the v ery  tool that he is  shap ing. In other w o rd s, 
the two situ ation s would se e m  to be " essen tia lly"  d is s im ila r .
M cCawley (1968) has ob served  that C hom sky's m odel trea ts  the  
acqu isition  o f language by ch ildren  cis having two phases: the f ir s t  phase  
co n sistin g  in the co llec tio n  o f data and the second  in the construction  
of a gram m ar. But, c le a r ly , the child  doesn't acquire a language in 
th is  way: he is  "continually in the p r o c e ss  o f constructing and rev isin g  
h is  gram m ar."  At ev er y  s ta g e  of the learn ing p ro cess  the child  
p o s s e s s e s  a gram m ar and rem em b ers lit t le  o f the data from  which he 
form ulated  it .  When he is  presented  with new fa c ts  which h is  gram m ar  
does not co v er  fu lly  y e t ,  he m od ifies i t .  ( p .560) In other w o rd s, the
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child  is  continuously m odifying o r  refin ing h is gram m ar in the ligh t o f  
new data w h ereas the lin g u ist , ty p ic a lly , b eg in s with a m ore o r  l e s s  
fu ll range of data b efore  startin g  the construction  of a gram m ar.
B raine (1971) r a is e s  another s e r io u s  objection aga in st C hom sky's  
h y p o th esis-testin g  m odel o f language acq u isition  on the ground that, 
fo r  such a m odel to  w ork , it  i s  e s se n t ia l that the input should be 
n o n -n o isy , that i s ,  a ll the le a r n e r 's  q u estion s m ust be answ ered  
co rrectly ; wrong feed b ack , even  in a s in g le  in sta n ce , can s e r io u s ly  
disrupt the p r o c e ss  o f hyp oth esis form ation  and hypothesis t e s t in g .1 
A lso , the lea rn e r  n eed s exam p les o f what a sen ten ce  is  not ( and he 
has to be told d efin ite ly  that it  i s  a n egative exam p le), to be ab le to  
avoid an o v er in c lu siv e  gram m ar i . e . , a gram m ar that g en era tes  a ll 
the c o r r e c t  se n ten ce s  but a lso  g en era tes  many deviant s tr in g s . It is  
highly questionable that ch ildren  do indeed rece iv e  a n on -n o isy  input 
or any kind o f negative inform ation required  by the m od el. T h er e fo re ,  
human beings m ust have a w ay o f d isco v er in g  the stru ctu re  o f an 
"impure" s e t  o f s tr in g s  without the b enefit o f negative in form ation .
T he h y p o th es is-testin g  m odel s im p ly  won't w ork in th ese  c ir cu m sta n ce s .
T he P r o c e s s  Approach
T he 'P r o c e ss ' Approach to language acqu isition  su b scr ib es  to the 
view  that language is  s p e c ie s - s p e c if ic  ( i . e . , th ere  is  an innate 
b io log ica l b a s is  o f language acq u isition  which c o n s is ts  in cogn itive
1S e e  a lso  M iller  (1970); and B ru n er, Goodnow, and Austin (1956)
p red isp o sitio n s to p r o c ess  input in certa in  sp e c if ic  w ays p ecu lia r  to  
m an), but d en ies that it is  ta sk -sp e c if ic  within m an. It a g r ee s  with  
the ’Content' Approach that the product of language acqu isition  is  a  
h iera rch ica lly  organized gen era tive  m echan ism  (and not m ere ly  
le f t- to -r ig h t  dependencies a s  the A sso c ia tio n is ts  hold), but d oes not 
concur that that gen erative  m echan ism  is  id en tica l w ith the lin g u ist’s  
g ram m ar. C hom sky's gram m ar purports to ch a ra cter ize  the com pe­
ten ce of the ideal sp e a k e r -h e a r er  of a lan gu age, the actual perform ance  
postulated to be dependent upon the fa c to r s  o f fin ite  m em o ry , physical 
condition of the sp ea k er , and other p erform an ce fa c to r s . But the 
proponents of the 'P r o c e ss ' Approach m aintain that perform ance  
fa c to rs  are not su b sid iary  but cru c ia l in determ ining the nature of 
lin g u istic  com p eten ce. B ever  (1970b), fo r  in sta n ce , re jec ts  the 
T  G G (T ran sform ation al-G en erative G ram m ar) assum ption  that 
"actual sp eech  behavior is  so m e reg u la r  function of the a b stract  
lin g u istic  stru ctu re iso la ted  in lin g u istic  in v estig a tio n s ."  ( p .280) He 
a rgu es that "G ram m atical stru ctu re  'is ' the language [ in a  psycholog­
ica lly  real s e n se ]  only g iven  the ch ild 's  in te llectu a l environm ent 
provided by a so c ie ty  and the p r o c e ss  o f p h ysio log ica l and cognitive  
developm ent, which are  the b a sis  fo r  language beh avior."  He further  
a s s e r ts  that " lingu istic  stru ctu re  is  i t s e lf  partly determ ined  by the 
learn ing and behavioral p r o c e s se s  that are  involved in acquiring and 
im plem enting that s tru ctu re ."  ( p .281) F od or, B ev e r , and G arrett 
(1974), a fter  a carefu l study of exp erim en ta l p sy ch o lin g u istics  reach
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the con clu sion  that, in th eo r ies  o f language b eh av ior, perform ance  
fa c to rs  a re  fu lly  a s  substantive as a form al ch aracterization  of com pe­
ten ce  i . e . ,  lin g u istic  d escr ip tion .
T he point o f departure fo r  the ’P r o c e ss ' Approach i s  C hom sky's  
n a tiv ism . A n astasi (1958: 80) o b se rv es  pertinently  that "To prove  
that behavior is  unlearned i . e . ,  not lea rn ed , i s  a negative finding, 
w hich fu rn ish es  no p ositive  in form ation . It does not in it s e lf  te ll us 
how the behavior d ev e lo p s. T o ca ll such unlearned behavior  
' in s t in c tiv e ', 'in n ate', o r  'hereditary* s im p ly  ob fu scates the p rob lem , 
b ecau se th ese  ter m s se e m  to su g g est p o sitiv e  exp lanations or  active  
p r o c e s s e s ,  w h ereas in th is c a se  they are  being used  only as  
synonym s fo r  the negative term  'un learned'."  Hebb, L am b ert, and 
T u ck er (1971: 213) point out that it is  fa ls e  to a s s e r t  as  C hom sky d oes  
that "not knowing what role learning p lays in language developm ent is  
a su ffic ien t reason  to suppose that it d oes not o cc u r . . . . If it  is  
d ifficu lt to show  how learn ing d eterm in es u n iversa l gra m m a r, it  is  
even  m ore d ifficu lt to show  how hered ity  d o es ."
C u rren tly , la rg e ly  b ecau se of the w ork of Lenneberg (1967), 
th ere is  lit t le  argum ent about the innate b a s is  o f language acqu isition  
and its  s p e c ie s - s p e c if ic ity .  T he point at is s u e  is  w hether language is  
ta s k -s p e c if ic ,  that i s ,  unique within man and d ifferen t in nature from  
oth er human b eh avior.
T he 'P r o c e ss ' th eo r ists  deny the ta sk -sp e c if ic ity  o f language and 
m aintain that language developm ent is  subordinate to , and dependent
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on , gen era l cogn itive  develop m ent. Of c o u r se , the human organ ism  
m ust have the capacity  to sy m b o lize  a sp ec ts  o f rea lity , s to r e  and 
p r o c e ss  th ose sym b ols  and sy m b o l-sy s te m sj  h ow ever, that d oes not 
im ply  any sp e c if ic  innate lin g u istic  ca p a city , but only a  gen era l capac­
ity  to  p e r c e iv e , s to r e  and p r o c e ss  in form ation .
C hom skyans, h ow ever, m aintain that language behavior is  
ta sk -sp e c if ic  and independent o f  the growth of other b eh a v io rs .
M cN eill (1970) has brought the ’Content* position  into sh a rp er  focu s  
through h is  d istin ction s betw een w eak , strong and e r r a t ic  lin g u istic  
u n iv e r sa ls . He d en ies that th ere a re  any w eak lin g u istic  u n iv ersa ls  
which he d efin es a s  "the reflection  in language of a u n iversa l cogn itive  
a b ility ."  ( p .73) He m aintains that the human ab ility  to e x p r e ss  
gram m atica l re la tion s is  b io lo g ica lly  unique and th ere fo re  "som e part 
of th is  ab ility  m ust be s p e c if ic a lly  lin g u istic  and re su lts  in stron g  o r ,  
at le a s t ,  e r r a tic  lin g u istic  u n iv er sa ls ."  ( p .75) A strong lin g u istic  
u n iv ersa l, accord ing to M cN eill, " is a reflection  of a sp e c if ic  
lin g u istic  ab ility  and m ay not be a reflection  of a cogn itive ab ility  at 
a l l . T he cogn itive  u n iv e r sa l, i f  it has anything to do with the lin g u istic  
o n e, is  a n e c e ssa r y  but not a  su ffic ien t ca u se  o f the strong lin g u istic  
u n iv ersa l. It is  not su ffic ien t b ecau se a  lin g u istic  ab ility  is  n e c e ssa r y  
a s  w e ll."  ( p .74) An e r r a t ic  u n iv ersa l, the concept o f which M cN eill 
arrived  at on the b a s is  of an observation  by Braine (1970), "has two 
su ffic ien t ca u ses  and th erefo re  no n e c e ssa r y  o n e s . E ith er the cogni­
tiv e  ca tegory  of an object o r  a lin g u istic  ab ility  can cau se a word to
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becom e a  noun." ( p .75)
S in c la i r -d e-Z w a rt (1969) quotes s tu d ie s  com paring the reactions  
of norm al ch ildren  to  P ia g et-ty p e  t e s t s  w ith th o se  of d eaf-m ute ch il­
dren (who have in tact s e n so r i-m o to r  "schem es"  but have not acquired  
language), w ith the rea ctio n s o f blind ch ildren  (who have s e v e r e  
se n so r i-m o to r  d e fic its  but have acquired spoken language). T he  
resu lts  o f th ese  s tu d ie s  show  that "deaf ch ildren  acqu ire the e lem en tary  
log ica l operations with only  a s lig h t retardation  a s  com pared to norm al 
ch ild ren ,"  w h ereas "the sa m e te s t s  are  only  so lv ed  by blind ch ild ren , 
on the a v era g e , four y e a r s  la te r  than by n orm al."  (p p .321-322)
A ccording to h e r , the obvious con clu sion  is  that verbal acq u isition s  
cannot com pensate fo r  se n so r ia l d e fic it , "and action -learn in g  is  
n e c e ssa r y  b efore blind ch ildren  reach an operational le v e l com parable  
to that of the norm al and the deaf."  ( p .322) S h e  a lso  found that 
teaching the language used  by a group of 'co n serv in g ’ ch ildren  in 
d escrib in g  s im p le  o b jects  ( i . e . ,  com parative t e r m s , d ifferentiated  
term s and co-ord in ated  d escr ip tion  of a d ifferen ce  in two d im en sion s)  
to  'non-conserving' ch ildren  did not lead  to th e ir  acquiring con serva­
tion . H er con clu sion  i s  that language is  not the so u r ce  of lo g ic  but i s ,  
on the con trary , stru ctu red  by lo g ic .
F odor, B ev er , and G arrett (1974) ch a llen ge th is  conclusion  and 
maintain that "If language developm ent is  paced p rim a r ily  by the 
m aturation of la n g u a g e -sp ec ific  m ech a n ism s, then the natural 
prediction is  that it should  be re la tiv e ly  unaffected by training in
I
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n o n -lin g u istic , cognitive s k il ls  and v is e  [ s i c ]  v e r s a . T h ere  is  nothing 
in S in c la ir ’s  ob servation s . . . which su g g e s ts  that th is  pred iction  is  
f a l s e .” ( p .467) H ow ever, they concede that at the m om ent th ere  is  no 
d e c is iv e  ev id en ce to support e ith er  o f the v iew s and a se r io u s  p re fer ­
en ce  fo r  the one or  the other would be " largely  d o g m a tic .” But 
L enneberg (1967: 374) c ite s  a grea t deal o f ev id en ce to support "that 
cogn itive  function is  a m ore b a sic  and p rim ary  p r o c e ss  than language, 
and that the depend en ce-relation sh ip  of language upon cognition i s  
incom parably stro n g er  than v ic e  v e r s a . ” F illenbaum  (1971) points 
out that even  Chom sky b e liev e s  that "there i s  no b etter  or  m ore  
prom ising way to exp lore the e sse n tia l and d istin c tiv e  p ro p erties  of 
human in te llig en ce  than through the deta iled  in vestigation  of the 
stru ctu re  o f th is unique human p o sse s s io n ."  (C hom sky 1968)
Fillenbaum  concludes that th is  c la im  " seem s to argue fo r  an intim ate  
relation  between lin g u istic  and o th er cogn itive c a p a c it ie s ."  ( p .261)
But a  m ore b a sic  question is  why postu late innate lin g u istic  
s tru ctu res  in the f ir s t  in stan ce?  Chom sky postulated th ese  to account 
fo r  the ch ild 's  presum ably rapid acq u isition  of a highly ab stract and 
com plex  sy stem  of gram m atical ru les  on the b a sis  o f lim ited  and 
"degenerate" data. (The S -R  paradigm , assu m in g  an em pty o rg a n ism , 
had proved w oefully  inadequate to explain  i t . )  We have se e n  that the 
m atter  of speed  and the ch aracteriza tion  of what i s  acquired a re  open 
q u estio n s. L et us take a look at the ch ild 's  am bient lin g u istic  environ­
m ent to d eterm ine what kind of input he r e c e iv e s .  S h ip le y , S m ith , and
G leitm an (1969) o b serv e  that the lin g u istic  environm ent of ch ildren  is  
not the buzzing confusion as has been assum ed  by Chom sky b ecau se  
ch ildren  im p ose stru ctu re  and o rd er  on it  through s e le c t iv e  lis te n in g .  
And th is  s e le c t iv e  listen in g  o r  filter in g  "need im ply v ery  l it t le  in the  
w ay of p r io r  lin g u istic  know ledge. Long se n te n c e s , sen ten ces  that 
begin in an unfam iliar w ay, can perhaps be ign ored . T h ere  is  lit t le  
doubt, in addition, that the m other does so m e filter in g  of h er  own: 
le x ic a lly  and con stru ction a lly  com p lex  req u ests  a re  un likely  to lead  
to any ov ert resp o n se  from  the child  and m others su r e ly  know th is .  
C onvenience d icta tes  that w e provide ch ildren  with a s im p lified  
lin g u istic  s itu a tion . T o  th is extent the ch ild 's  lin g u istic  environm ent 
is  not the to ta l, indefin itely  v a r ia b le , corpus of adult sp e e c h , nor a 
haphazard sam p le  of that to ta l."  ( p .338)
D rach , e t a l . (1969) com pared adult-adult sp eech  with ad u lt-ch ild  
sp eech  and found a  str ik in g  d ifferen ce between the tw o , the sen te n ce s  
ad d ressed  to the ch ildren  being sh o r te r , spoken m ore s lo w ly , and 
sy n ta ctica lly  l e s s  co m p lex . Sh atz and G elm an (1973: 34) found that 
" F o u r -y e a r  o lds adjust th e ir  language in resp on se  to  th e ir  l is te n e r 's  
receiv in g  c a p a c it ie s . T he younger th e ir  l is te n e r , the g rea ter  the 
tendency to u se  sh o r t, s im p le  u tteran ces and to m ake e ffo r ts  to a ttract  
and su sta in  attention . T h ese  adjustm ents lead to the conclusion  that 
young ch ildren  have rudim entary sk ill  in com m unication. T he nature  
o f the adjustm ents su g g e s ts  that young sp ea k er  and v ery  young l is te n e r  
in teract to produce a lin g u istic  environm ent favorab le to the p r o c e ss
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o f language a cq u is it io n .” It i s  an im portant find ing, p articu larly  in 
view  o f the in crea s in g ly  w id ely  held b e lie f  that the sp eech  o f o ld er  
ch ildren  plays an im portant ro le  in language acq u isition  by younger  
ch ild ren .
If w e now a ssu m e , a s  the proponents o f the ’P r o c e s s 1 Approach  
d o, that the child  is  not an em pty organ ism  but has a r ich , innate, 
s p e c ie s - s p e c if ic  cogn itive  stru ctu re  and then look at the p ro cess  of 
language acqu isition  within the ch ild 's  total cogn itive  developm ent, the 
need fo r  postulating sp e c if ic  innate lin g u istic  s tru c tu res  v a n ish es .
And th ere is  no p o sitiv e  ev id en ce fo r  any sp e c if ic  lin g u istic  
s tru ctu res  in the human b rain . A fter a carefu l con sid eration  of the 
availab le  ev id en ce Lenneberg (1967: 72) rea ch es  the conclusion  that 
"In g en era l, it i s  not p o ss ib le  to  a ss ig n  any sp e c if ic  neuro-anatom ic  
stru ctu re  to the cap acity  fo r  language. H ow ever, th is  capacity  m ay  
be due to the stru ctu ra l innovations on a m olecu la r  le v e l .  Language 
i s  probably due to the p ecu liar  way in w hich the variou s parts of the 
brain w ork togeth er o r , in other w o rd s , to  its  p ecu liar  fu n c tio n .”
C hom sky's th eory  of language acq u isition  exp la in s l it t le  and does  
not appear to be am enable to an em p ir ica l t e s t .  T he 'P r o c e ss '
Approach i s  p re fera b le , f ir s t ,  b eca u se  it  m ak es few er  assum ptions  
about the ch ild 's innate ca p a c itie s  and seco n d , b ecau se only a learning  
p r o c e ss  approach can hope to explain  language acqu isition  a s  a  sp e c ia l 
c a se  o f so m e m ore gen era l theory o f human lea rn in g . T o  accep t
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C hom sky's position  would be to abandon a ll hope o f e v e r  explaining  
language acq u isition .
T he p sych o lin gu ists with the 'P r o c e ss ' orien tation  have not y et  
found an an sw er to the question of how language is  acquired by ch il­
d ren . T h ey  aren 't lik e ly  to find it in the near future either: resea rch  
in the a rea  has m ere ly  scratch ed  the su r fa ce  of the problem  s o  fa r .
An an sw er to the question req u ires a form al ch a ra cter iza tio n  of what 
i s  lea rn ed , and an em p ir ica l description  of the learn in g  p r o c e ss  that 
could lead  to a language com petence so  ch a ra c ter ized . But it  is  not at 
a ll c le a r , on th eoretica l grounds, from  which end w e should  s ta r t  the 
in v estig a tio n . Should the lin g u ists' form al d escr ip tion  of language be 
accepted  as som ething in ternalized  by the sp ea k er  and lodged so m e­
w h ere in h is  brain to be used  as occasion  d em ands, and the psycho­
lo g is ts  ca lled  upon to explain  how it could have got th e re ?  T h ere  does  
not se e m  to be any lo g ica l ju stifica tion  fo r  such a p roced u re . Among 
other th in g s , how can w e a s se r t  the p sycholog ica l rea lity  o f a d escr ip ­
tion arrived  at using the c r ite r ia  o f s im p lic ity  and g en era lity ; and 
fu rth er , how sh a ll w e d ecide which one of the com peting lin g u istic  
m od els i s  the one that rep resen ts  the com petence of the sp ea k er?
What c r ite r ia  sh a ll w e u se  in making our ch o ice?
T h en , should w e begin with one of the cu rren t learn ing th e o r ie s  
and determ in e w hat, in term s o f that th eo ry , can be learn ed  by the 
child  and ch a ra cter ize  that a s  language? T h is  approach, to o , has
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p rob lem s o f the sa m e m agnitude a s  the f ir s t  on e . F or in sta n ce , the  
ch aracter iza tion  of language em erg in g  from  how it is  learn ed  under 
the S -R  A sso c ia tio n ist  paradigm  is  a  highly inadequate d escrip tion  of 
what the sp ea k er  o f a  language know s. L enneberg (1967: 275) e x p r e s s ­
e s  th is  d ilem m a of resea rch  in language acqu isition  v e ry  aptly: "The 
p rob lem s involved in language developm ent cannot be understood in 
the ab sen ce of an a n a ly sis  o f language; and it  is  quite p o ss ib le  that 
the proper understanding of language stru ctu re  is  dependent upon 
em p ir ica l in vestiga tion s into the acq u isition  p r o c e ss ."
In the c ircu m sta n ces  the only fe a s ib le  approach, and th is  i s  the  
approach of the 'P r o c e ss ' th e o r is ts ,  i s  a  constant going back and forth  
betw een lin g u istic  d escr ip tio n s and th eo r ie s  o f language learning; and 
to  constantly  m odify the one o r  the other in the ligh t of re sea rch  
findings t i l l ,  hopefully , w e a rr iv e  at a  lin g u istic  d escrip tion  that is  
p sych o log ica lly  r e a l.
Out o f the many com peting lin g u ist ic  d escr ip tio n s w ithin the 
gen eral fram ew ork o f T ran sform ation a l-G en erative  G ram m ar, the  
one finding favor with m any r e se a r c h e r s  in the f ie ld  of language  
acq u isition  is  so m e v ers io n  of F illm o r e 's  C ase G ram m ar (S lob in  1973) 
which d isp en ses  with an autonom ous sy n ta ctic  b ase  but, in stead , 
p ostu la tes a sem a n tic  b a se . Brown (1973a , 1973b) has found c a se  
gram m ar m ore adequate in the d escrip tion  of ch ild ren 's growing  
com petence at variou s s ta g e s .  H ow ever, a ll the cu rren t lin g u istic
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m odels are  tentative p rop osa ls which have not y e t led  to a  com pre­
h en sive d escrip tion  o f any language. Equally ten tative a re  the variou s  
p rop osals about how language (w hatever it  is )  i s  acquired (Hebb, 
L am bert, and T ucker 1971; B raine 1971; O sgood 1971; S lob in  1 9 7 3 ) .1
T o sum  up, out o f the th ree approaches to  the explanation of 
language acqu isition— A sso c ia t io n is t , P r o c e s s ,  and Content— the 
’P r o c e ss ' Approach s e e m s  to be the m ost p ro m isin g . A s is  shown  
in the tab le on p p .7 -8 ,  m any th e o r is ts  who began e ith er  a s  A sso c ia -  
t io n is ts ,  o r  a s  the upholders of the 'Content' A pproach, have 
gradually gravitated  tow ards the 'P r o c e ss ' Approach; h ow ever, we 
are s t i l l  fa r  from  understanding the p r o c e ss  o f language acq u isition .
Out of the variou s com peting m od els o f language d escrip tion  
F illm o r e 's  C ase G ram m ar m od el, o r  so m e variation  of a G enerative  
S em an tic  m odel s e e m s  to be becom ing m ore and m ore popular. T h ere  
is  a broad con sen su s that the m odel o f language d escrip tion  m ust be 
g en era tiv e , w ith p referab ly  a  sem a n tic  b a se . H ow ever, the questions  
of the nature and num ber of the b a se  stru ctu re  r u le s , tran sform a­
tional r u le s , and the s iz e  o f the lex icon  rem ain u n reso lv ed . A gain, 
s o  fa r  only the b roadest ou tlin es o f the G enerative S em an tic  m odels  
a re  av a ila b le .
Thus a ll resea rch  about language acqu isition  fa c e s  th is  dilem m a: 
^ S ee  pp .4 8 - 5 2
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to d isc o v er  how language is  acquired w e m ust f ir s t  know what 
language i s .  We don't. S im ila r ly , to  d escr ib e  language w e m ust 
f ir s t  know how it is  learned  and used by the sp ea k ers  in perception  
and p ro d u ctio n .1 A gain, w e don't know.
T o highlight th is  d ilem m a, and the current inadequacy of  
p sych o log ica l th eo r ies  o f language acquisition  and lin g u istic  m o d e ls , 
O sgood (1968) c a lls  h is attem pt to g ive a  p sycholog ica l explanation  
of language behavior (an explanation that takes account of the  
lin g u ists ' cu rren t ch aracterization  of language) a  "Wedding of  
Insu ffic ien cies"  . Though that paper w as w ritten  sev en  y e a r s  ag o , 
the t it le ,  in sp ite  o f the e v er  a cce lera tin g  pace o f re se a rc h  in the  
a re a , is  a s  applicable a s  e v e r  to a ll attem pts at a  p sych o log ica l 
explanation of language a cq u isitio n .
1 Language has no ex isten ce  o r  m eaning outside the m inds o f the 
sp e a k e rs  excep t in a v ery  tr iv ia l s e n s e . Language su b stan ce  cannot 
be treated  as having an autonom ous and independent e x is te n c e  a s  
physical phem onena and o b je c ts .
CHAPTER II
CURRENT RESEARCH IN FIRST LANGUAGE ACQUISITION
G oals and M ethods
When the cu rren t in ter e st  in child  language acquisition  gathered  
m omentum in the e a r ly  s ix t ie s 1, the em p h asis  w as on taxonom ic  
d escrip tio n . In the b est tradition o f the B loom field ian  sc h o o l, the 
various r e se a r ch er s  accorded child  language an independent s ta tu s ,  
and d escribed  it in te rm s o f its  own c a teg o r ie s  and c la s s e s  instead  
of trying to fit it  into an adult m od el, a s  if  it w ere  an im p erfect and 
partial v ersio n  of the adult language. A num ber of such  stu d ies  w ere  
carried  out and they  all seem  to have found e s se n t ia lly  s im ila r  
c la s s e s  in child  languag^; th u s, B ra in e's  (1963b) p ivots and X -w ord s , 
M iller  and E rv in 's (1964) op erators and n o n -o p era to rs , and Brown
1 Blum enthal (1970) g iv es  a c o n c ise  sum m ary of m ost previous  
work .
2 A ll the sp e c if ic  stu d ies  c ited  in th is  paper (with the exception  
of Bowerman 1973) deal with the acq u isition  o f E n g lish . Only 
Brown (1973b) and S lob in  (1973) rep ort findings based on a corpus  
that includes other languages b e s id e s  E n g lish .
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and F r a se r ’s  (1963) functors and con ten tives a re  d ifferent te r m s  fo r  
the two c la s s e s  found in ch ild ren 's  language. T h ese  c la s s e s  w ere  
arrived  at on the b a s is  o f purely form al c r ite r ia  ( i . e . , p r iv ileg e s  
o f occu rren ce); they a re  m ere ly  su m m a ries  o f p erform ance though 
presum ably capable o f predicting the yet-unproduced u tteran ces of 
the ch ild . H ow ever, th ese  s tu d ies  did not ex p lic itly  d isc u ss  how 
the child  m ight have acquired th is  sy ste m  though B raine (1963a) did 
tr y , u n su cce ssfu lly , to  explain  it  w ithin the gen eral fram ew ork  of 
the S -R  paradigm .
When C hom sky's (1957 , 1965) T ran sform ation a l-G en erative  
m odel o f lin g u istic  d escrip tion  m ore or  l e s s  sup ersed ed  the taxonom ­
ic  m od el, r e sea rc h e r s  in the fie ld  began to c a s t  th e ir  d escr ip tio n s of  
child  language in the new er m old ( f ir s t  in that o f S yn ta ctic  S tr u c tu r e s , 
and la te r  in that o f A sp ects  of the T h eory  of S y n ta x ) .  Child language  
now began to be d escr ib ed  in term s of p h ra se -stru ctu re  and tran s­
form ational ru les and, what i s  m ore im portant, the new m odel 
perm itted  a s im p le  and v ery  e legan t d escrip tion  of sy n ta ctic  develop­
m ent in te r m s of the in crea sin g  com p lex ity  o f b ase  stru ctu re and 
transform ational ru les  underlying child  sp e e c h . (B row n, C azden, 
and B ellugi 1969; K lim a and B ellugi 1966)
L a ter , when C hom sky's A sp ects  m odel w as attacked by m any  
lin g u ists  (Bach and H arm s 1968), who rejected  h is d istinction  betw een  
sy n ta ctic  and sem a n tic  com ponents at the deep le v e l ,  and m aintained
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that the b ase  stru c tu res  are  sem a n tic  in nature, the child  language  
r e se a r c h e r s  a lso  found that a  purely sy n ta ctic  description  (a fter  the  
A sp ects  m odel) o f child  language w as g r o s s ly  inadequate. (B loom  
1970, Bow erm an 1973) F o r  in sta n ce , Bowerm an (1973: 196) o b se r v e s  
that "children m ay con stru ct th e ir  ea r ly  sen ten ces  out o f sem a n tic  
rather than sy n ta ctic  building blocks" and s t r e s s e s  the need of a  
" theoretica l fram ew ork which p erm its  the sem a n tic  functions of 
sen ten ce  con stitu en ts to be e x p lic itly  form ulated ."
T h u s, d escr ip tion s of child  language s o  fa r  see m  to have kept 
pace with advances in lin g u istic  theory; h ow ever, w e are  fa s t  reaching  
a s ta g e  in child  language resea rch  when it m ay begin to have an 
im portant in fluence on m odel construction  in lin g u is t ic s .
T he purpose behind all th is  resea rch  activ ity  i s  a detailed  d escr ip ­
tion of the stru ctu re  o f ch ild  language at variou s s ta g e s  with a  v iew  
to  d isco v er in g  the ch ild 's  p ro cessin g  s tr a te g ie s  and fin a lly  con stru c­
ting a language acq u isition  m od el. N eed less  to  sa y  that the la tte r  
goal l ie s  in a rather d is  taint fu tu re.
T h ere  are  two typ es o f s tu d ies  1 o f native language acquisition: 
longitudinal and c r o s s - s e c t io n a l .  T he longitudinal s tu d ie s , ty p ica lly , 
s ta r t  with a  few  ch ildren  (th ree or  even  few er) w hose spontaneous  
u tteran ces in variou s s itu ation s (such a s  during play with other
1 S e e  footnote 2 on p . 34
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ch ild ren , or  in in teraction  with th e ir  parents and o th er ad u lts), are  
recorded at regu lar in te r v a ls . T he p u rp ose, o f c o u r se , i s  to  w rite  
gram m ars d escrib in g  the ch ild ren 's  com petence at variou s s ta g e s  to  
d isco v er  the rate and d irection  o f th e ir  changing lin g u istic  com p eten ce. 
Such are the s tu d ies  o f B ellu g i (1 9 6 5 , 1967); B raine (1963b); Brown 
and B ellugi (1964); Brow n, Cazden , and B e llu g i(1969); Brown and 
F r a se r  (1963); Cazden (1967); M cN eill (1966a , 1966b); M ille r , W .R .,  
(1964a, 1964b); M ille r , W .R .,  and Ervin (1964); B loom  (1970); 
Bowerm an (1973) e t c .  H ow ever, s in c e  a ch ild ’s  gram m ar d evelop s  
s o  rapidly that a d escr ip tio n  of the total rep erto ire  o f h is  ru les  
b ecom es unwieldy in a re la tiv e ly  sh ort period  of t im e , m ost o f th ese  
stu d ies  confine th e m se lv e s  to  a sm a ll seg m en t of the lin g u istic  s y s te m ,  
such as N egation (B ellu g i 1967; K lim a and B ellugi 1966; M cN eill and 
M cN eill 1968), or  W h-q u estion s (Brown 1968a) e t c .  Only Brown 
attem pted the task  of w riting  a gram m ar fo r  each  of th ree  ch ildren  
(Adam , E ve, and S arah ) included in h is study , at each  o f the fiv e  
s ta g es  (defined in te r m s  o f the Mean U tterance Length in creasin g  
from  1 .7 5  to 4 .0 0  m o rp h em es). He w rote 15 annotated gram m ars  
of about 50 pages each  w h ich , he o b se r v e s , "not m ore than h a lf-a -  
dozen people in the w orld  have the know ledge, the p a tien ce , and the 
in terest to  read; nay, not so  m any a s  h a lf-a -d o zen ."  (Brown
1973b: 57)
H ow ever, th ese  d escr ip tio n s  a re  not concerned  with the w ay a
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child  p r o c e s se s  se n ten c e s  in production o r  p ercep tion , o r  the w ay a  
child  p r o c e s se s  the lin g u istic  input to develop  h is  sy ste m  of r u le s . 
T h ey  are  m ere ly  a  d escrip tion  of a ch ild 's  lin g u ist ic  "knowledge", 
"knowledge in ferred , o f c o u r se , from  sen ten ce s  spok en , the se ttin g s  
in w hich they are  spoken , and from  s ig n s  o f com prehension  or  
incom prehension  o f sen ten ces  spoken by o th e r s ."  (Brown 1973b: 58) 
T h e c r o s s -s e c t io n a l s tu d ie s , ty p ica lly , study the com prehension  
o f a p articu lar sy n tactic  stru ctu re  on the part o f a re la tiv e ly  la rg e  
group of ch ildren  o f d ifferent a g e s , in an exp erim en ta l se tt in g . T he  
m ethods used are  E lic ited  Im itation (C lay 1971; F r a se r , B e llu g i, 
and Brown 1963;O sser , Wang and Zaid 1969; Rodd and Braine 1971 
e t c . , ) ,  o r  the presentation  of a stru ctu red  ta sk  to the child and then  
evaluating h is com prehension  of the lan gu age-task  relations  
(C hom sky, C . ,  1969; K esse l 1970; C rom er 1970, 1972, 1974; F r a s e r ,  
B ellu g i, and Brown 1963; S lob in  1966; T u rn er  and R om m etveit 1967 
e t c . ) ,  o r  making the child  play a  ro le  in im itation  of an adult or  child  
m od el, which ro le  playing is  sup p osed ly  equivalent to  a ch ild 's  
judgem ent of gram m atica lity  (Brown 1968b; de V ill ie r s  and de V ill ie r s  
1972). T he study of spontaneous sp eech  su ffe r s  from  the drawback  
that it is  contingent upon the so c ia l situation  and the ch ild 's  in terest  
and other needs at the m om ent; th u s, the ch ild  m ay not spontaneously  
produce a given sy n ta ctic  stru ctu re  when the in v estig a to r  happens to  
be p resen t even  though he m ay be p erfec tly  capable o f doing s o .
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p e r fo rm a n ce .1 C hom sky's concept o f com p eten ce a s  the 'lin gu istic  
grammar* arrived  at through a study o f a sp e a k er 's  intuitions of 
gram m atica lity2 has com e under a g rea t deal o f c r it ic is m . F o r  one 
th ing, judging gram m atica l ity  of s e n te n c es  is  i t s e lf  language behavior  
or language perform ance; th e r e fo r e , in tu itions o f gram m atical ity  
cannot be con sid ered  a s  d irec t behavioral re flectio n s of lin gu istic  
knowledge: " . . .  actu ally  such  judgm ents [o f  gram m atical ity] are  
a lso  p erform an ces . . . "  (Cowan 1970: 17) Brown (1973b: 413) a lso  
e x p r e s se s  a s im ila r  view : "Judgm ents o f sy n ta ctic  c o r r e c tn e ss  and 
the settin g  right o f in co rrec t se n te n ce s  w ill not, I think, prove to be 
a royal road to the ch ild 's  know ledge (o r  lin g u istic  com petence) but 
s im p ly  another p e r fo r m a n c e ." B ev er  (1970b: 345) sp ecu la tes  that 
the "behavior of producing lin g u ist ic a lly  relevan t intuitions m ay 
introduce p rop erties  which a re  su i g e n e r is  and which appear in no 
other kind o f language b eh av ior."  E sse n tia lly  s im ila r ly  Brown 
(1973b: 413) thinks that "there a re  m ultip le 'le v e ls '  o f knowledge of
 ̂ S e e  D erw ing (1973) pp. 2 5 9 -2 9 6  fo r  a  fu lle r  d iscu ss io n .
p "Intuition" of a sp e a k e r , in th is  co n tex t, m eans the knowledge 
which co m es without in stru ction  and is  ou tside of aw aren ess; th is  
knowledge fo rm s the b a s is  o f a sp e a k e r 's  ab ility  to  speak  and 
understand h is  language flu en tly , and to m ake judgem ents regarding  
stru ctu re o r  m eaning o f s e n te n c e s .
"Intuitions", or " intuitions of gram m atica l ity " , or  "judgem ents 
of gram m aticality"  a re  a ll u sed , in th is  p ap er, to  m ean a sp ea k er 's  
"intuitive judgem ents o f gram m aticality"  .
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str u c tu re , as  revealed  by variou s kinds o f p erform an ce , and that 
th ere  is  no c le a r  reason  to enthrone any one o f th ese  as the ch ild 's  
true com p eten ce. S om e a sp ects  o f lin g u istic  know ledge, a s  revea led  
in reg u la r itie s  of spontaneous sp e ech , w ill not, I su sp e c t , e v e r  attain  
the judgm ental lev e l in the naive sp e a k e r . . . . Beyond the le v e l o f  
judgm ent and correction  is  the le v e l o f ru le form u lation , and th is  is  
a le v e l attained only by people who study l in g u is t ic s ."
H ow ever, th ese  'm ultip le le v e ls '  a s  Brown c a lls  th em , m ust 
sh a r e  a  com m on factor  among th e m se lv e s . A s F od or, B e v e r , and 
G arrett (1974: 12) ex p re ss  it: " . . .  by and la r g e , som eon e who can  
speak  a  language can uderstand i t ,  and v ic e  v e r s a .  Granted that 
th ere  is  so m e lev e l at which perceptual and m otor s y s te m s  are  
d istin ct (one speaks with on e's  m outh, not with on e 's  e a r s ) ,  the 
tendency of perceptual and m otor ca p a c itie s  to covary  su g g e s ts  that 
w e ought not rep resen t them  as d istin ct v i s - a - v i s  the con cep ts they  
em p loy ."  C om prehension and production, s u r e ly ,  m ay be con sid ered  
fa ir ly  c lo se ly  re la ted . Intuitions of g ra m m a tica lity , the psychology  
o f which is  so  litt le  understood, are  in a d ifferen t ca teg o ry . W hereas  
a lm o st all m em b ers of a sp eech  com m unity can speak  and understand  
the language, it is  not at a ll certa in  that a l l ,  or  even  a m ajority  o f  
th em , are equally capable o f co n sisten tly  judging gram m atica lity  of 
se n te n c e s . M ost o f the evidence of in tu itions o f gram m atica lity  co m es  
from  lin g u ists , and som e stu d ies show  that the intuitions of the naive
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sp e a k e rs  d iffer  m a ter ia lly  from  th ose  of lin g u ists; fo r  in sta n ce , 
S p en ce r  (1973: 67) found that non linguists "agreed among them ­
s e lv e s  on ov er  80% of the . . . [ s e n te n c e s  he presented  to them ] 
but agreed  with the lin g u ists ' judgm ents in only half the se n te n c e s ."  
H ouseholder (1973) a lso  q u estion s the gen eral va lid ity  o f a gram m ar  
based  on lin g u ists' intuitions o f g ra m m a tica lity . T h u s, it  would s e e m  
that any con clu sion s about lin g u istic  com petence drawn from  a 
study o f judgm ents o f gram m atica lity  w ill have only a v ery  doubtful 
s ta tu s .
T he Q uestion o f S eq u en ce  in Language A cquisition  
A fter a su rv ey  of the cu rren t re sea rch  in child  language in 12 
languages Brown (1973a) found that the "constructions in S ta g e  I 
[a r b itr a r ily  defined as the s ta g e  when the ch ild 's  Mean Length of  
U tteran ce , M L U, i s  betw een 1 and 2 m orphem es] are  lim ited  
sem a n tica lly  to  a s in g le  rather sm a ll s e t  o f relations"  and that the 
"only e x p r e s s iv e  or  sy n ta ctic  d e v ice s  em ployed are  the com binations  
o f the sem a n tica lly  related  fo rm s under one sen ten ce  contour and, 
w h ere relevant in the m odel language, c o r r e c t  word o rd er ."  T h ese  
sem a n tic  re la tion s o f S ta g e  I sp eech  are the " relation s o r  proposi­
tion s concerning the se n so r y -m o to r  w orld , and se e m  to rep resen t  
the lin g u istic  ex p r ess io n  o f the sen so r y -m o to r  in te llig en c e ."  (p . 101) 
T h is  assu m ption , that developm ent of sem a n tic  intention p reced es
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gram m atica l developm ent, u n d er lies  m ost cu rren t w ork on child  
language developm ent. (B loom  1970; Bowerm an 1973; Brown 1973a, 
1973b; S lob in  1973)
N ow , if  th ere  is  a s im ila r ity  in the ord er  o f developm ent of  
sem a n tic  intentions a c r o s s  languages and cu ltu r e s , what about the 
ord er  o f acqu isition  of gram m atica l know ledge? A ccording to  
Brown (1973b: 408 ), "the ord er  o f acq u isition  o f lin g u istic  know ledge  
w ill prove to be invariant a c r o s s  ch ildren  learn ing one language and, 
at a  h igher le v e l o f ab stra ctio n , a c r o s s  ch ild ren  learn in g  any 
language . . . ." If it indeed i s  tru e that the ord er  of acq u isition  of  
gram m atica l knowledge i s  in varian t1 am ong ch ildren  learn in g  a  
particu lar language it would be a rem arkable finding in v iew  of the  
enorm ous d ifferen ces2 that m ust e x is t  in the en viron m ents o f th e se  
ch ild ren , and ob viou sly  th is  finding has an im portant bearing on 
p ro cessin g  s tr a te g ie s  and acq u isition  m o d e ls .
1 Bloom  (1970) and N elson  (1973) s t r e s s  the d iffe r e n c e s . B loom  
(1970: 227) o b se rv es  that the em erg in g  gram m ars w hich sh e  proposed  
for  the th ree  ch ildren  whom sh e  stud ied  had "substantive d ifferen ces"  
which "m ust re f le c t  the im portance of individual d ifferen ces  in the 
in teraction  betw een cogn itive function and ex p e r ien c e , w hich could  
not be assu m ed  to be the sa m e  fo r  any two ch ild ren ."  N elson  
(1973: 114), w hile agreein g  that ch ildren  u tilize  a  lim ited  num ber of  
s tr a te g ie s  in learn ing a lan gu age, points out that "variations in pre­
verbal cogn itive organ ization , in language, in fa m ily  p a ttern s, and in 
physical environm ent w ill in teract to  produce a  v a r ie ty  o f d ifferen t  
acquisition  patterns in ter m s o f both d irection  and rate  
c h a r a c te r is t ic s ."
2 But s e e  quote from  Hebb, L am b ert, and T u ck er (1971) on p .131
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But what d eterm in es th is  presum ably invariant ord er  o f a cq u isi­
t io n ?  Brown (1973b), b asin g  h is  con clu sion s p rim arily  on the 
acq u isition  ord er  of 14 'gram m atical* m orphem es by th ree  ch ild ren , 
b ib lica lly  named A dam , E v e , and S a ra h , finds no relation  betw een  
the frequency of lin g u istic  fo rm s and con stru ction s in parental sp eech  
and the ch ild 's  o rd er  of a cq u isitio n , ( p .362) Of c o u rse , i f  a form  o r  
a con stru ction  is  not heard at a l l ,  it  w ill not be lea rn ed . At the sa m e  
t im e  the child  m ay learn  so m e  fo rm s or  con stru ction s if  th e ir  
frequency in h is  environm ent i s  v e ry  h igh , but such fo rm s m ay not 
be a ss im ila ted  into h is  grow ing sy ste m  excep t at the appropriate  
t im e . In the m eantim e he m ay continue to  u se  them  as unanalyzed  
ro u tin es , in a p artia lly  m odified  form  perhaps.
Brown (1973b) sp e cu la te s  that perhaps both "sem antic and 
gram m atica l cum ulative com p lex ity  are  im portant determ inants o f  
acq u isition  order" though he thinks that "the two are often confounded."  
( p .407) He adm its th at, th ere  being no general theory of sem a n tic  
co m p lex ity , th ere  is  no w ay in which com plexity  va lu es can be 
a ssig n ed  to "independent unitary m eanings" . F or determ ining  
gram m atica l com p lex ity  Brown used  the Jacob s and Rosenbaum  
(1968) T ran sform ation al G ram m ar of E n g lish . But he avoids the  
e r r o r  of e a r lie r  p sych o lin gu istic  resea rch  that used a gram m atica l 
com p lex ity  m ea su re  based  on the num ber of transform ational r u le s ,  
a s  if  a ll tran sform ation s w ere  equivalent. He avoids th is  untenable
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assum ption  through h is  p sych o lin gu istic  concept o f cum ulative  
com p lex ity . In th is  cum ulative s e n s e  of com p lex ity  " a construction  
x + y  m ay be regarded a s  m ore com p lex  than e ith e r  x o r ^ /  b ecau se  
it in volves everyth ing in e ith e r  o f the con stru ction s alone plus 
som ething m o r e .” ( p .407)
S lob in  (1973) su g g e sts  a v er y  ingen ious m ethod o f teasin g  apart 
sem an tic  and sy n ta ctic  fa c to r s . A ccording to h im , it i s  cogn itive  
developm ent that s e t s  the pace fo r  the developm ent of lin g u istic  
in ten tion s. F rom  a study of the availab le data he finds that the 
"rate and ord er  of developm ent o f the sem a n tic  notions ex p ressed  by 
language are  fa ir ly  constant a c r o s s  la n g u a g es, r eg a rd less  o f the  
form al m eans of ex p re ss io n  e m p lo y e d .11 T h e r e fo r e , th ere  w ill be a 
lag  "between the appearance of a com m unicative intention and the  
m a stery  of the conventional lin g u ist ic  form  w hich the ch ild 's  native  
language o ffers  fo r  the rea liza tio n  of that in tention ."  And th is  la g , 
w hich would vary  from  language to lan gu age, w ill be determ ined  by 
"the p sych o lin gu istic  com p lex ity  of the form al m eans used  by a  
p articu lar language to e x p r e s s  the intention under con sid era tion ."
(p . 187) He su g g e sts  that one m ethod o f com paring form al d ev ices  
used to e x p r e ss  the sa m e  sem a n tic  intentions in d ifferent languages  
would be to study bilingual ch ild ren . In the a n a ly sis  of a te s t  c a se  
he finds that a  child  acquiring both S erb o -C ro a tia n  and Hungarian 
learned  the Hungarian lo ca tiv e  e x p r e ss io n s  e a r l ie r  than th ose  of
S erb o —C roatian . W hy? B e c a u s e ’’the Hungarian m eans o f lo ca tiv e  
ex p ressio n  is  s im p ler: the lo ca tiv e  m ark er i s  a lw ays at the end of  
the noun on ly , alw ays unam biguously and co n s is ten tly  in d ica tes both 
position  and d irection  to  or  f r o m .’’ He concludes that th is  exam ple  
"dem onstrates— at the v ery  le a s t— that a sy s te m  which can be 
d escribed  by a sm a ll s e t  o f co n sis ten t and regu lar ru les  i s  e a s ie r  to  
learn  than one l e s s  co n sisten t and regu lar— even  by ch ild ren  under  
the age of tw o."  (pp. 188-189)
G eneral C h aracterization s of Language D evelopm ent
P ro g ress io n  from  the 
s im p le  to the com plex
Both Brown and S lob in  s e e m  to  reach  a  s im ila r  conclusion:
lin g u istic  developm ent c o n s is ts  in a  p ro g ress io n  from  the s im p le  to
the com p lex , though Brown m ea su res  com p lex ity  w ithin a p articu lar
gram m atical sy ste m  w h ereas S lo b in 's  con cep ts o f s im p lic ity  and
com plexity  are m ore g e n er a l. S lob in  (1973) e la b o ra tes  h is  concept
in one of the 'O perating P r in c ip les ' w hich he p ostu la tes fo r  ch ildren
learning th e ir  native lan gu ages. T h is  'O perating P r in c ip le ',
designated F , sta tes: "Avoid E xcep tion s."  And from  th is  p rin cip le
S lob in  d er iv es  two u n iversa ls:
U niversal F 1: T he follow ing s ta g e s  o f lin g u is t ic  m arking of a 
sem an tic  notion are  ty p ica lly  observed: (1 ) no m ark ing, (2) 
appropriate m arking in lim ited  c a s e s ,  (3) overg en era liza tio n  
o f m arking (often accom panied by redundant m arking), (4) fu ll 
adult s y s te m .
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U n iversa l F2: R u les applicable to  la r g e r  c la s s e s  a re  developed  
b efore ru les  relating  to  th e ir  su b d iv is io n s, and gen era l ru les  
are  learned  b efore  ru les  fo r  sp e c ia l c a s e s .
(p . 205)
Brown and Hanlon (1970: 203) mean e s se n tia lly  the sa m e thing when 
they sa y  that ch ildren  p refer  "a sm a ll num ber o f ru les  o f  m axim al 
g en era lity ."  It is  th is  p referen ce  that accounts fo r  ch ild ren 's  
tendency to  o v e r r e g u la r iz e , a  phenomenon noted by a lm o st ev er y  
o b se rv er  of child  language.
P r o c e s s  o f d ifferentiation
Child language developm ent has a lso  been v ery  aptly d escr ib ed  
a s  a p r o c e ss  o f d ifferen tia tion , a p ro ce ss  that s e e m s  to op erate  at 
all le v e ls :  p honological, sy n ta ctic  and sem an tic  (Jakobson 1941; 
M cN eill 1970; L enneberg 1967; Brown and Bellugi 1964; Brown  
1973a, 1973b). A ccording to Lenneberg (1967) the "ontogenetic  
developm ent of 'p h rase-stru ctu rin g ' i s  a  d ifferentiation  p r o c e s s  o f  
gram m atica l c a te g o r ie s" , a s im ila r  p r o c e ss  obtaining in the ch ild ’s  
sem a n tic  developm ent; fo r  exam p le , "any m otor v eh ic le  m ay at f ir s t  
be lab elled  by the s in g le  term  ca r  until the referen ts  a re  subdivided"  
gradually  "and the fu ll vocabulary esta b lish ed ."  In phonology "Global 
soun d -p attern s b ecom e d ifferentiated  further and further until the 
phonem ic inventory of a natural language is  p resen t."  ( p .294) F o r  
Lenneberg the p r o c e ss  o f d ifferentiation  i s  the "hallm ark o f all 
developm ent,"  ( p .295) and he finds it in the ch ild 's  transform ational
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developm ent a l s o . 1 Brown and B ellugi (1964) w rite  in a s im ila r  vein:
"The v e r y  in tr ica te  sim u ltan eou s d ifferentiation  and integration  that 
con stitu t e  the evolution o f the noun phrase is  m ore rem in iscen t o f  
the b io log ica l developm ent o f an em bryo than it i s  o f a  conditioned  
r e fle x ."  ( p .99) A lm ost a decade la te r , w ith h is  sem an tic  or ien tation , 
Brown (1973a: 102) finds the evolution  of the noun phrase looking "as 
i f  sem a n tic  c e l l s  o f fin ite  s e t  o f typ es w ere  dividing and com bining  
and then redividing and recom bining in w ays com m on to the s p e c ie s ."
D escrip tion  of child  language developm ent a s a p r o c e ss  of  
differentiation  i s  v ery  e legan t and fa ir ly  a ccu ra te . But it should be 
noted that it is  only a d escrip tion  and not an explanation . M ost 
availab le s tu d ies  o f child language a re  d escr ip tiv e  in nature: they  
d escr ib e  the ch ild 's  lin g u istic  com p eten ce at v ariou s le v e ls  using  
the cu rren tly  availab le  lin g u istic  m od els (with a ll th e ir  in ad eq u acies, 
a question  with which we are  not concerned  at the m om ent). T he  
ultim ate purpose behind a ll th is  a ctiv ity  i s  to  explain  the p r o ce ss  of 
language acquisition; h ow ever, not much p r o g re ss  s e e m s  to  have been  
m ade in th is  d irec tio n . T h ere  a re  so m e  sca ttered  sp ecu la tion s  
regarding so m e  general p r o c e sse s ;  fo r  in sta n ce , Ervin (1964a)
1 It i s  tran sform ation s— " transform ations from  the p h y sica lly  
g iven (su rface) to  the ab stract (deep) schem ata"— w hich enable us to  
p erce iv e  s im ila r it ie s  "between patterns w hich do not have any 
topological invariant q u a li t ie s ." (L enneberg 1967: 298-299)
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rea ch es the con clu sion  that syn ta ctica l developm ent "cannot r e s t  on 
im itation" but is  p r im a r ily  due to  the ch ild ’s  "building by analogy of 
c la s s e s  and ru les  . . . under the in fluence of listen in g  to  ad u lts."
( p .405)
S o m e M odels o f F ir s t  Language A cquisition  
C urrently , there s e e m s  to be a  gen eral co n sen su s that the child  
p o s s e s s e s  a rule s y s te m , how ever id io sy n cra tic , at each  s ta g e  of 
h is lin g u istic  developm ent. But the question  is  how does he a rr iv e  
at it?  Is it through analogical form ation ?  Or is  it  through the 
abstraction  of reg u la r itie s  in the sp eech  that he h e a r s?  If the la tte r ,  
a s  s e e m s  to have been accepted  by the m ajority  o f r e se a r c h e r s  in 
the f ie ld , the problem  o f an accu rate d escr ip tion  of the p r o c e ss  
s t i l l  rem a in s. Given a  p articu lar  lin g u istic  input,how does the child  
abstract its  relevant fea tu res  and re la te  them  to the corresponding  
fea tu res o f h is  environm ent?  A s pointed out e a r lie r  th ere  a re  a  few  
tentative p rop osa ls in th is  regard:
(A) Hebb, L am b ert, and T u ck er (1971) postu late that the child  
is  endowed with an innate capacity  fo r  auditory a n a ly sis  and fo r  
sim u ltan eou sly  dealing with d istin ct rep resen ta tive  p r o c e s s e s ,  verbal 
and n on -verb a l. In addition to th is  h ered itary  endow m ent, the child  
is  assum ed  to p o s s e s s  certa in  ca p a c itie s  fo r  perceptual lea rn in g , 
gen eralization  and abstraction  (verbal a s  w ell a s  n o n -v erb a l). T h ese
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c a p a c itie s  determ in e the sp e c ia l m odes o f human learn ing (including  
language). T h e se  m odes are: (a) latent lea rn in g , including latent 
perceptual lea rn in g , without any d iscern ib le  p rim ary  or  secon d ary  
rein forcem en t, (b) "a form  of o n e -tr ia l learn ing without re in fo rce­
m ent that can be ca lled  s im p ly  the acqu isition  of in fo rm a tio n ." (p .216) 
R ep resen tative  (o r  cogn itive o r  m ediating) p r o c e s se s  form  a 
h ierarch y  from  a viv id  and sp e c if ic  p rim ary le v e l to  in crea s in g ly  
m ore ab stract h igher le v e ls ,  a ll the d ifferent rep resen ta tion s (o r  
p ercep ts) o f a fa m ilia r  object at variou s le v e ls  being associa ted :
A child  se e in g  a ch a ir  would p erce iv e  not only its  p arts but a lso  
the ch a ir  a s  a w hole (seco n d -o rd er  cogn ition ), and perhaps a lso  
a s  s im p ly  a  thing o r  object (th ird - o r  h ig h er-o rd er  cognition): 
a s  an o b sta c le , as  som ething to lean against o r  hide behind, and 
s o  on . T he perception  of another child  throwing a  ston e would  
include p art-p ercep tion s of the m ovem ents and the object 
in volved , and a lso  the h igher ord er  cognition of throw ing , a s  
w ell a s  p o ss ib ly  the even  h igher one of doing som eth ing (a  v e ry  
ab stract conception indeed). Both the ab stract idea o f a th ing, 
an o b ject, a  som eth in g , and the p ara lle l id ea  of an action  or  
a ctiv ity , or  som eth ing happening, a re  of f ir s t  im portance fo r  
understanding language . . . .
(pp. 2 17 -218)
T h ey  think that w ith th is  m odel they can c la r ify  a num ber of current 
p rob lem s in language acquisition  such  as "what the 'com p eten ce’ is  
that a child  p o s s e s s e s  b efore he can ta lk , what im itation  d oes and 
does not do in learn ing to ta lk , the gen era lized  m a stery  o f p lu ra ls , 
the b a s is  o f transform ation  betw een active and p a ss iv e  v o ic e s ,  and 
the question  o f'n o u n n e ss ' . . . . " ( p .  218)
(B ) O sgood (1971) su g g e sts  that among "the innately given of 
human cogn itive a b ilit ie s  would undoubtedly be: (1) the g e s ta lt - lik e  
ten d en cies to e sta b lish  perceptual e n tit ie s  in te rm s  of such  
p rin cip les a s  com m on fa te , qualitative se n so r y  s im ila r ity , se n so r y  
p roxim ity , and contour co m p le ten ess  of continuity; (2) the tendency  
to  organ ize  behavior , both p ercep tu o-m otor and lin g u ist ic , 
h iera rch ica lly  in term s of le v e ls  o f u n its-w ith in -u n its-w ith in -u n its;  
(3) the tendency to organ ize or  d ifferen tia te  the units within each  
lev e l com ponentia lly , s o  that a la rg e  num ber of a ltern atives can be 
differentiated  in te r m s o f a  r e la tiv e ly  sm a ll num ber of e lem en ts  or  
fea tu r es ."  Given th ese  innate a b il it ie s ,  O sgood b e liev es  that h is  
representational m ediational th eory  can handle "sym b olic  p r o c e s se s  
in gen era l and m eaning in p articu lar  w ithin an S -R  A sso c ia tio n is t ic  
m odel."  ( p .522) It should be noted that h is  em p h asis is  on the 
sem a n tic  a sp ect of language rather than on the sy n ta ctic .
(C) Braine (1971) p rop oses a m odel w hich has "two principal 
com ponents: a  scan n er w hich r e c e iv e s  the input sen ten ces; and a 
m em ory com ponent w hich accu m u lates the fea tu res  of sen ten ces  
noticed  by the sca n n er ."  T he m em ory com ponent c o n s is ts  of "an 
ordered  s e r ie s  of in term ed iate m em ory s to r e s ,  the la s t  of which i s  
the perm anent s to r e  which contains the ru les  or pattern p rop erties  
which a re  fin a lly  learn ed ."  P r o p e rtie s  o f sen ten ces  are f ir s t  held  
in an in term ed iate s to re  and, if  th e se  p rop erties  are  encountered by
51
the scan n er  again and again , they a re  m oved p r o g r e ss iv e ly  through 
the in term ediate s to r e s  t il l  they reach the perm anent s to re ; proper­
t ie s  w hich a re  not m et w ith frequently  get lo s t  from  the in term ediate  
s to r e s  a fter a period  o f t im e . T h is  "built-in  decay ch aracter istic"  
of the in term ed iate s to r e s  en su r es  that random deviations from  
g ra m m a tica ln ess , though p erce iv ed , w ill not have any e ffec t on the 
final gram m ar, and that "general p ro p erties  o f the input corpus w ill 
tend to be learned  m ore read ily  than s p e c if ic  p ro p ertie s ."  (p . 169) 
Braine concurs w ith Chom sky that "there m ust be a  relation  
betw een lin g u istic  u n iv ersa ls  and the human fa cu ltie s  involved in 
language lea rn in g ."  (p. 178) He thinks that so m e  form al u n iversa ls  
due to the nature o f the operations o f the m odel and other form al 
u n iv ersa ls  and "perhaps a lso  so m e su b stan tive  u n iversa ls"  reflectin g  
"property-detecting perceptual m ech an ism s are built into the 
scan n er itself;"  fo r  in sta n ce , "the m ech an ism s fo r  detecting  
positional and c o -o c cu rr e n c e  rela tion s . . . can reasonab ly  be sa id  
to  be built into the lea rn e r  . . . "  but "in the form  of a  m ech an ism , 
not in the form  of an 'innate id ea '. " (p . 178)
(D) A ccording to  S lob in  (1973), fo r  a child  to  be able to  construct 
a gram m ar, "(1) he m ust be able to  cogn ize  the physica l and so c ia l 
even ts which are  encoded in language, and (2) he m ust be able to 
p r o c e s s , organ ize and s to r e  lin g u istic  in form ation ." (p . 176) In 
addition, S lob in  tak es a s  given  what he c a lls  " language-definitional"
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u n iv e r sa ls , that i s ,  a sh ared  definition betw een adults and ch ildren  
o f the form  and function o f language: "E veryw here language c o n s is ts  
o f u tteran ces perform ing a u n iversa l s e t  o f  com m u n icative fu n ction s,
. . . ex p ress in g  a u n iversa l s e t  o f underlying sem a n tic  r e la tio n s , and 
using a  u n iversa l s e t  o f form al m ean s."  (p . 179) He co n s id e r s  th e se  
definitional u n iv ersa ls  to  be strong lin g u istic  u n iv ersa ls  ( c f . M cN eill 
1970), i . e . ,  b a sic  lin g u istic  ca p a citie s  w hich m ust be assu m ed  b efore  
he can deal w ith the question  o f the ch ild 's  s tr a te g ie s  fo r  p ro cessin g  
language. A ccording to h im , "the p a c e -se tte r  in lin g u ist ic  growth is  
the ch ild 's  cogn itive  growth as opposed to an autonom ous lin g u istic  
developm ent which can then re flec t back on cogn ition ." (p . 184) He 
concludes that w hile there can be d isagreem en t "about the extent to 
w hich th is p ro ce ss  o f developing gram m ars req u ires a  r ich ly  d eta iled  
innate language facu lty , there can be no doubt that the p r o c e ss  
req u ires a  r ich ly  stru ctu red  and active  ch ild  m ind."  ( p .208)
In all th ese  p rop osa ls th ere is  a con sen su s that the ch ild  does  
not com e to the language acquisition  task  a s  a tabula ra sa  but d oes  
p o s s e s s  so m e s p e c ie s - s p e c if ic  ca p a c itie s  fo r  p erce iv in g , p ro cess in g  
and stor in g  in form ation , verbal and n on -v erb a l. But s o  fa r , apart 
from  so m e  sp ecu la tion , there is  no defin ite knowledge o f ju st what 
th ose  ca p a c itie s  a r e , and how they in teract with the input, verbal 
and n o n -v erb a l, s o  that the child ends up p o sse s s in g  a  h ighly  
com plex  lin g u istic  s y s te m .
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On the R ole o f S o m e  F a c to rs  G overning Language A cquisition
C urrent re sea rch  in f ir s t  language acquisition  has in creased  
our understanding of so m e  of the s tr a te g ie s  that children use  
(S lob in  1973; C hom sky, C . , 1969); the ro les  of im itation , p ra c tice , 
and the am ount of exp osu re in language acq u isition .
Im itation
Cazden (1972) sa y s  that the "general question o f how child  
developm ent is  at once independent o f adult behavior and sim u ltan e­
ou sly  dependent on it  is  not unique to language. In a ll a sp ects  of 
d evelopm ent, ch ildren  behave in uniquely ch ild ish  w ays b ecau se they  
are ch ild ren , and y e t they a re  influenced (som e would sa y  ’shaped1)  
toward the standards o f behavior in th e ir  com m unity."  ( p .91) S h e  
b e lie v e s  that "at m o st, im itation  guarantees that the ch ild ’s  language  
sy stem  w ill co n v erg e , in su p er fic ia l fo r m s , on the language of h is  
sp eech  com m unity. But it cannot account for  the ch ild 's  acquisition  
of the sy ste m  o f w hich th ese  fo rm s are  the external ex p ressio n ."
(p. 93) Cazden s e e m s  to be in terpreting  im itation v ery  n arrow ly , in 
the s e n se  of exact topographical m atching or  m im icry . But that is  
su r e ly  not the c a s e .  Z im m erm an and R osenthal (1974), a fter  a 
su rv ey  of the liter a tu re  on v ica r io u s  ru le learn in g , reach  the  
con clu sion  that "a ch ild  ca n , through observation  a lon e, acquire  
patterns which span a  w ide d iv ers ity  of sp e c if ic  ta sk s ."  And what 
appears to  be im itated  is  "a ru le-govern ed  pattern or 'tem p late’
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w hich con stra in s the se le c tio n  of sp e c if ic  com ponents without 
sp ecify in g  th e ir  ex a ct c h a r a c te r ." (p .36) T h u s, it would see m  
that im itation  can lead  to the learn ing of r u le s .
H ow ever, th ere  is  a g rea t deal o f ev id en ce that a  ch ild 's  
im itation s are  not gra m m a tica lly  p r o g r e s s iv e , and that the child  
d oes f ilte r  im itation s through h is  productive gram m atical sy s te m .  
(S lob in  and W elsh  1968; Rodd and B raine 1971; Jordan and Robinson  
1972) F or in sta n ce , th is  i s  what Rodd and B raine conclude from  
th e ir  study of ch ild ren 's  im ita tion s o f sy n ta ctic  constructions:
" . . .  the ch ild 's  spontaneous im itation  i s  an a ctiv e  p r o c e ss  of 
a ssim ila tin g  and reorgan izing  the adult u tteran ce , and reproducing  
it  in accord  . . . w ith h is  cu rren t gram m atica l com p eten ce."  ( p .441) 
Jordan and Robinson (1972) used  e lic ite d  im itation  to in vestigate  
the gram m ar of working and m iddle c la s s  p re -sch o o l ch ildren  and 
found that "when asked to repeat back se n ten c es  with verb fo rm s  
found to be used by ch ildren  o f th e ir  own so c ia l c la s s  the verb  form s  
w ere  a ltered  to produce th ose  w ith w hich they w ere  fa m ilia r . T h is  
led  to the conclusion  that the child  d oes f il t e r  im itation s through h is  
own gram m atical productive sy ste m  as proposed by S lob in  and 
W elsh (1968)."  (p . 122)
It would see m  that in the e a r ly  s ta g e s ,  at le a s t ,  im itation  i s  not 
an im portant p ro cess  by which ch ildren  acqu ire syn tax . Children  
produce u tteran ces in accordance with th e ir  own rule sy stem  and r e s is t
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any adult attem pts at correctin g  th e ir  language (B ra in e , 1971). In 
any c a se  Brow n, Cazden and B ellugi (1969) find that parents attend  
m ore to the truth value of th e ir  ch ild ren 's  sp eech  rather than to  
its  sy n ta ctic  w e ll-fo rm ed n ess  "which ren d ers m ild ly  paradoxical the 
fa c t that the usual product of such  a training sch ed u le  is  an adult 
w hose sp eech  is  highly gram m atical but not notably truthful."
(pp. 7 0 -7 1 )
Hebb, L am bert and T u ck er (1971: 218) point out that im itation  
m ust play so m e part in a ch ild 's  learn ing of h is  language b ecau se  
the child  invariably "ends up with the vocab u lary , accen t and other  
sp eech  m an n erism s of h is  so c ia l grou p . T he apparent contradiction  
i s  reso lved  when w e s e e  that the im itation  i t s e lf ,  the overt m otor  
sp e e c h , depends on the the p rior  perceptual lea rn in g . In th is  s e n s e ,  
the child  can im itate  only what i s  a lready w ithin h is  com petence;  
in the ea r ly  s ta g e s  at le a s t  the im itation  i s  m ore a product o f learn ing  
than a m echanism  of lea rn in g . L a ter , d irec t im itation  m ay o ccu r  and 
be an im portant m eans of im proving sp eech  . . . ."
H ow ever, it should be noted that m ost s tu d ie s  o f im itation  have 
been concerned with what the child  im m ed iately  attem pts to im ita te . 
O bviously , th is  approach le a v e s  out o f account an im portant part of 
a ch ild 's  im ita tive  behavior: a child  m ay reporduce som eth ing that 
he has heard a fter  varying in terva ls  o f t im e . But at p resen t th ere  
d oes not s e e m  to be any method of dealing w ith th is  kind of b eh av ior.
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P r a c tice
D oes p ractice  help in the acquisition  of a f ir s t  lan gu age?  Elkind  
(1967) em p h a sizes  that ch ildren  engage in a g rea t deal o f spontaneous  
rep etition s by th e m se lv e s . In language lea rn in g ,rep etitio n s  are  often  
in the form  of p lay , without any com m unicative, in q u isitive  or  
regu latory  pu rp ose. A s a m atter o f fact a s  W eir (1962) points out 
from  a study of the bedtim e m onologs of her tw o -y ea r -o ld  so n , 
a great deal of th is  verbal play c o n s is ts  in the repetition  of non sen se  
seq u e n c e s . H ow ever, a ch ild 's  rep etition s a re  not ex a ct rep etition s  
but appear to  be lik e  "substitution e x c e r c ise s"  o f the kind lin g u ists  
prepare for  people learn ing a  foreign  language. (W eir 1962)
Cazden (1972) a lso  em p h a sizes  that in th is  verbal p lay1 the ch ild  is  
repeating behavior that is  natural to  h is own sta g e  o f d ev e lo p m en t, 
not im posed  b its o f  behavior that conform  to adult n o r m s. Such  
spontaneous p ractice  m ay play an im portant ro le  in the integration  
o f units o f behavior into la rg e r  h ierarch ica l s tr u c tu r e s . H ow ever, 
any im posed p ra c tic e , as in pattern d r ills  in second  language teach ing , 
i s  not lik e ly  to accom p lish  m uch. Brown, Cazden and B ellugi 
(1969: 152) o ffer  th is  v iew  about the u tility  of p ractisin g  o r  hearing  
unconnected sen ten ces: "It s e e m s  lik e ly  that the many kinds of 
gram m atical exchange in d isco u rse  w ill prove to be the r ich est
1 S e e  a lso  V alentine (1942) and Chukovsky (1963)
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data availab le to  the child  in h is  se a r c h  fo r  a gra m m a r. It m ay be  
a s  d ifficu lt to d erive  a gram m ar from  hearing unconnected s ta t ic  
se n ten c es  a s it would be to d erive  the invariance o f quantity and 
num ber from  s im p ly  looking at liqu ids in con ta in ers and ob jects  in 
s p a c e . T he changes produced by pouring back and forth and by 
gathering togeth er and spread ing apart are  the data that m ost  
s tro n g ly  su g g est the con servation  o f quantity and num ber. We su sp ec t  
that the changes se n ten c e s  undergo as they shu ttle  betw een p erso n s  
in con versation  a r e , s im ila r ly , the data that m ost c le a r ly  exp ose  
the underlying stru ctu re  of language . . . ."
Amount o f exp osure
How much exp osu re is  needed fo r  a child  to  learn  a langu age?  
F ried lan d er (1971) has so m e in terestin g  data about a bilingual 
situation  in w hich a ch ild  w as exposed  to d ifferent freq u en cies  of 
two lan gu ages. F r ied lan d er d e sc r ib e s  the ro le  o f one fa th er’s  sp eech  
in h is ch ild 's  b ilingual developm ent. Although th is  father contributed  
only 4% of all u tteran ces spoken within earsh ot o f h is infant, he w as  
resp on sib le  fo r  a lm o st 25% of the u tteran ces d irected  to  the baby 
h e r s e lf .
T h is  d ifferen ce  betw een the personal and total language environ­
m ents is  im portant in p ra ctice  a s  w ell as th eo ry . It happens 
that the Jon es fa th er . . . s e t  out to  teach  h is  baby S p an ish  by 
speaking only Sp an ish  in h er p r e se n c e . A ccording to the 
sam pling inform ation on in fan t-d irected  u tteran ces the baby 
heard about on e-th ird  a s  much Spanish  from  the fath er a s  sh e
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heard E nglish  from  the m oth er. Though th ere  are  no form al 
t e s t s  on w hich such  judgm ents can be m ade, observation  by 
tape reco rd er  and by v is i t s  to  the hom e when the ch ild  w as  
22 m onths old su g g e st  that sh e  w as a lm o st as  fluent in her  
u se of and resp on se to Sp an ish  a s  sh e  w as to  E n glish . It is  
certa in ly  notew orthy that the fa th er obtained th is  actualization  
of h is  bilingual o b jectiv es  w h ile  occupying so  sm a ll percentage  
. . .  o f the in fant's total language sa m p le s  when sh e  w as  
18 m onths o ld .
( F ried lander 1 97 1 )1
It would s e e m , then , that the child  acq u ires a language through  
a certa in  am ount o f ex p o su re , (apparently varying w ithin w ide l im it s ) ,  
in the s e n se  of a ctiv e  in teraction , a s  m ere  exp osu re to T V  program s  
has not been found to be e ffe c t iv e . T he child  s e e m s  to f ilte r  what 
he h ea rs  in such  a w ay that it  f it s  in w ith h is  grow ing s y s te m . At 
a certa in  le v e l o f ab straction  a s  y e t undefined, that sy ste m  se e m s  
to  grow  in a p articu lar  fash ion  a c r o s s  languages and cu ltu re s , and 
s e e m s  to be im p erv iou s to attem pts to  fo r ce  its  pace or  d irec tio n .
If w e reject a n a tiv ist exp lanation , a s  w e m u st, w e have to enquire  
into what c a u se s  th is  in varian ce . Is it  b ecau se  the nature of our 
p ro cessin g  s tr a te g ie s ,  the nature of the lin g u is t ic  sy s te m , and the 
nature of rea lity  that we w ish  to em body in language se v e r e ly  
con stra in  the o rd er  in w hich language can be m a stered ?  Of c o u rse ,  
all th ese  fa c to rs  a re  in terrelated : the nature of language i s  to a 
certa in  extent determ ined  by human ca p a c itie s  which a lso  constrain  
what w e can p erce iv e  of rea lity  and hence em body in language.
1 Cited by Cazden (1972) p . 111
It would s e e m ,  th ere fo re , that g iven  a  p articu lar  lin g u istic  sy stem  
it w ill be our cogn itive ca p a c itie s  and p ro cess in g  s tr a te g ie s  that 
w ill d eterm ine the ord er of acq u isition  of language. And it i s  to  
th e se  p ro cessin g  s tr a te g ie s , hypothesized  in so m e  sm a ll seg m en ts  
o f  the E nglish  lin g u istic  sy stem  and relevan t to  the pu rp oses o f  
th is  stu d y , that w e turn in the next ch ap ter .
CHAPTER III
SOM E A SP E C T S OF DEVELOPMENTAL SYNTAX
A s pointed out e a r l ie r ,  recen t re sea rc h  in the acqu isition  of 
E n glish  a s  a  f ir s t  language has concerned  i t s e l f  w ith a num ber of 
a sp e c ts  o f the E nglish  lin g u istic  s y s te m , with the purpose of 
d isco v er in g  the seq uence in which the native ch ildren  learn  them  
and the s tr a te g ie s  they u s e . T he follow ing s e c tio n s  d escr ib e  
b rie fly  the findings of that resea rch  in the c a se  o f a  few  se le c te d  
c o n stru c tio n s .
E a sy /E a g e r
In the now v ery  fa m ilia r  sen ten ces
(1) John is  ea g er  to p lea se  
and (2) John is  e a sy  to  p lease
the f ir s t  is  e a s y  to understand b ecau se the su r fa ce  stru ctu re  m ain­
ta in s the ord er  of deep lev e l re la tio n s . But in the second  sen ten ce  
th is  ord er  has been rev ersed  s o  that John , though s t i l l  the su rfa ce  
su b jec t, is  now object o f the verb p lea se  at the deep le v e l .  T he  
c o r re c t  in terpretation  o f th is  sen ten ce  is  a m ore com plex ta sk  and 
req u ires m ore syn tactic  knowledge than that o f the f ir s t .
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C hom sky C . (1969) hypothesized  that ch ildren  acquiring E nglish  
a s  th e ir  native language w ill learn  to in terpret the f ir s t  sen ten ce  
c o r r e c t ly , e a r lie r  than the seco n d . Many other r e se a r ch er s  have 
a lso  noted that ch ildren  have m ore d ifficu lty  with con stru ction s in 
w hich word ord er  d iffers  from  the standard . F or in sta n ce , L uria  
and V udovich (1959), F r a s e r , B ellu g i and Brown (1963), T u rn er  
and R om m etveit (1967), and S lob in  (1966) have all noted the  
tendency o f ch ildren  to in terp ret a p a ss iv e  sen ten ce  in c o r r e c tly ,  
a s  if  the standard o rd er  of w ords had been m aintained .
C hom sky’s  su b jects  ranged in age from  5 y e a r s  to  10 . S h e  
te sted  th e ir  com prehension  o f the sen ten ce  ”Is th is  doll e a sy  to  s e e  
o r  hard to s e e ? "  in the p resen ce  of a blindfolded doll placed on a 
table? in front o f the ch ild . A fter th is  sp e c if ic  in itia l q u estion , 
m ore open questioning w as u sed , as  in a P iagetian  in terv iew , to  
evalu ate the ch ild ’s  com prehension  o f lan gu age-task  re la tio n s .
C hom sky’s  con clu sion  w as that "alm ost a ll 5 -y e a r -o ld s  
answ ered  in co rrec tly , and a ll 9 -y e a r -o ld s  answ ered  c o r r e c t ly . T he  
6 s ,  7 s ,  and 8s w ere  m ixed ."  ( p .27) H er overa ll con clu sion , based  
upon her findings about ch ild ren 's  growing com petence in th ree  
oth er s tr u c tu r e s , w as that th ere  w as "considerab le variation  in 
rate o f acquisition  in d ifferent ch ildren  together with a  com m on, 
sh ared  ord er  o f a cq u isitio n ."  (p . 121)
Tw o r e s e a r c h e r s , K esse l (1970) and C rom er (1970), have
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challenged  C hom sky's m ethodology in th is  ta sk . K esse l pointed  
out that the blindfold w as too consp icuous to  be ignored by the 
younger ch ildren  a s  ir r e le v a n t, hence th e ir  poor p erform an ce. 
F urther, K esse l noted that C hom sky did not te s t  com prehension  of 
su p er fic ia lly  s im ila r  se n te n ce s  in w hich the deep and su rfa ce  
stru ctu res  are the sa m e  and , th e r e fo re , sh e  had no b a s is  for  
com p arison .
In h is study o f ch ild ren 's  com prehension  of the E a sy /E a g e r  
type of se n te n c e s , C rom er (1970) tr ied  to o v erco m e the shortcom in gs  
of C hom sky's m ethodology. He held nouns and v erb s constant but 
varied  the a d jec tiv es , such  a s  e a sy  and e a g e r , w hich determ ined  
the relation of the deep and su r fa ce  stru ctu re  s u b je c ts . C rom er  
used four ad jectives that required  the su r fa ce  su b ject o f the sen ten ce  
to be interpreted  as the deep stru ctu re  sub ject a lso  ( e . g . , T he w olf  
is  happy to b it e ) ; four a d jec tiv es  that required  the su r fa ce  subject 
to be interpreted as the object o f the in fin itive verb  ( e . g . , T he w olf  
is  e a sy  to b ite ) ; four a d jec tiv es  that m ade the sen ten ces  am biguous 
( e . g . , T he w olf is  n ice  to b ite ) . He ca lled  the f ir s t  type of adjective  
as 'S ' (subject) a d jectiv e , the secon d  type as '0 '(o th er ) , and the 
third type as 'A' (am biguous). One of the stated  p u rp oses o f h is  
study w as to a scer ta in  w hether the "acquisition  of a new adjective  
and its  c la ss ifica tio n  . . . depend upon a w ide acquaintance with  
the new adjective ( its  sem a n tic  p r o p er tie s , hearing it  in sev e r a l
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co n tex ts ), or  [w h eth er] . . . part o f i t s  p ro p erties  can be in ferred  
from  the lim ited  ex p er ien ce  of hearing it  in one d e c is iv e  fram e  
. . . ." (p .399) F or th is  p u rp ose, a fter  the t e s t  prop er,h e p resen ted  
two n on sen se w ords (in the ad jective p osition ) put in a  d e c is iv e  
sy n ta ctic  fram e i . e . , a fram e that show ed unam biguously w hether  
the n on sen se adjective w as of the 'S ' (su b ject) type o r  'O' (other)  
type:
H e's fee lin g  v ery  r is p .
Chewing the ro se  w as la r s p .
T h ese  two sen ten ces  w ere  presen ted  along with p ic tu res  show ing the  
situ a tion s in volved . C rom er, then , tested  h is  su b jects' c la s s if ic a ­
tion of th ese  non sen se w ords by p resenting th e se  n on sen se w ords in 
the sa m e  fram e a s  the other ad jectiv es  in the ta sk  ( i . e . ,  The  
w olf/d u ck  is  to  b ite ). He found that the 'P a s s e r s '  i . e . ,  the  
ch ildren  who had in terpreted  co r r e c tly  a ll the te s t  sen ten ces,h ad  
a lso  su cceed ed  in learn ing the c o r re c t  c la ss if ic a t io n  o f the two 
non sen se w o rd s. He concluded from  th is  that "the ch ild  need only  
h ear a new ad jective once in a s in g le  d ifferentiating  fram e in o rd er  
to  a ss ig n  c o r r e c tly  h is interpretation  o f future u se s  o f that w ord in 
other fra m es w here that word alone s e r v e s  a s  the guide for  the 
c o r r e c t  interpretation  ( i . e .  reco v ery  of c o r r e c t  deep s tru ctu re)."
(p . 407)
H ow ever, a study of h is tab le show ing the num ber of m ista k es  
made on each  word by ch ildren  giving m ixed a n sw ers  ('In term ed ia tes')
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s e e m s  to  point in a  d ifferen t d irec tio n . T he num ber of m ista k es  
that h is  su b jects  m ade on two of the a d jec tiv e s , ta sty  and fun, w as  
11 ea ch , w h ereas it  w as 7 on hard and 8 on e a s y . T h is  i s  not a 
sm a ll d ifferen ce . Though the ch ildren  had been tested  fo r  th e ir  
com prehension  of th e se  a d jec tiv es  b efore the t e s t ,  they obviously  
fa iled  to understand them  in the context o f the fram e used  by C rom er  
and they fa iled  m ore often in the c a se  o f th e se  two a d jectiv es  than 
in the c a se  o f the o th er two with w hich they w ere  presum ably  m ore  
fa m ilia r . (S h a ll w e sa y  w ith th e ir  sem a n tic  p ro p erties  o r  with  
th e ir  sy n ta c tic  p r iv i le g e s  o f o c c u rr en c e? )
T o  anticipate the r e su lts  o f  the p resen t stu d y , m y own r e su lts  
with foreign  ch ildren  and adults show  a s im ila r  pattern o f e r r o r s  
on the 'O' ad jectiv es  a s  can be seen  in tab le 1 . T h is  r a is e s  the 
question  o f w hether the c o r r e c t  understanding of th is  stru ctu re  is  
a function of sy n ta ctic  knowledge or  s im p ly  a  knowledge o f the  
m eanings of th ese  w o rd s . T hat a much la r g e r  num ber of su b jects  
m ake m ista k es  on th ese  tw o w ords them on hard emd e a sy  would  
tend to  su g g e st  that they know the sy n ta ctic  s tru c tu re , but when  
l e s s  fa m ilia r  w ords a re  u se d , they make m is ta k e s . What can w e  
conclude from  th is  ? Do th o se  who m ake m ista k es  only on th ese  two 
w ords know the stru ctu re  o r  not? I would su g g e st that they do. One 
p iece  of ev id en ce is  to  be found in th e ir  in terpretation s of the 
am biguous a d je c tiv e s . Do th ey  in terpret the 'A' (am biguous)
65
TA BLE 1
N um ber o f E rr o rs  m ade on each  'O' A d jective  
by Children and A dults L earning E nglish  
a s  a  S econ d  Language
T  a sty Fun E asy Hard
C hildren
A ll Children (16) 12 12 9 10
Interm ediates (5) 3 3 1 2
Adults
A ll Adults (198) 124 117 76 70
Interm ediates (99) 56 53 19 16
ad jectives as  'S ' (subject) o r  'O’ (o b ject)1 ? If ’O ', then they are  
obviously  aw are of the p o ss ib ility  o f the n on -id en tity  betw een the  
su r fa ce  and deep stru ctu re  su b je c ts . But what is  m ore im portant is  
th e ir  m inds are  orien ted  tow ards looking fo r  ju st that n on-identity  , 
becau se even  when both in terp retation s a re  p o ss ib le  they ch oose  the 
'O' in terpretation  much m ore freq u en tly  than the ' S ’ in terp retation . 
Then the only reason  they m is in terp r et ta sty  and fun would appear
1 In th is  paper 'O' a d jectiv es  w ill be re ferred  to  a s  'O bject’ 
ad jectiv es  as being m ore appropriate.
to  be that that they  do not have a knowledge o f the sem a n tic  proper­
t ie s  o f th ese  w o rd s . Now, th ere  are  27 adults who made m ista k es  
only on th e se  two w o rd s , one o r  the o th er , o r  both. An a n a ly s is  
o f  th e ir  in terp reta tion s o f 'A* (am biguous) ad jectives show s that 
th e ir  'O’ (object) in terpretation s (61) a re  th ree  t im e s  th e ir  'S ' 
(su b ject) in terpretation s (20 ). Should they  be cred ited  w ith the 
sy n ta ctic  knowledge of th is  stru c tu re?  I think they should b e .  
C rom er d oes not g iv e  a d eta iled  count o f the in terpretation s o f 'A 1 
ad jectiv es  m ade by h is su b jects  but d oes s ta te  that w h ereas 17 
out o f 18 P r im itiv e  Rule U se r s  ( i . e . , th ose  who invariab ly  ch o se  
the su r fa ce  su b ject sis being a lso  the deep subject) gave su r fa ce  
sub ject as  deep su b ject fo r  all four am biguous a d jec tiv es , only  
7 out o f 17 In term ed ia tes, and none of the P a s se r s ,d id . T h e se  
r e su lts  a lso  c le a r ly  show  that with in creasin g  fa m ilia r ity  w ith  the  
stru ctu re  th ere is  an in crea sed  tendency to make an 'O' in te r p r e ­
tation .
Cambon and S in c la ir  (1974) a lso  s t r e s s  the im portance of  
sem a n tic  fa c to rs  in the in terpretation  o f such  s e n te n c e s . T h ey  
w ondered w hether the younger ch ildren  in terpret th ese  sen ten ces  
in co rrec tly  only b eca u se  they attribute a strong in terp retive  value  
to the standard word o rd er  in the su r fa ce  stru ctu re of a  sen ten ce  or  
w hether so m e other fa c to rs  ( i . e . , sem a n tic) w ere  a lso  in volved .
T hey repeated C hom sky’s  experim ent with French ch ild ren .
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T h e ir  r e su lts  corresp on d ed  w ith th ose  o f Chom sky to the extent that 
it w as only from  8 y e a r s  onw ards that the m ajority  of th e ir  su b jects  
answ ered  a ll q u estion s c o r r e c t ly . H ow ever, they found that 67% of  
th e ir  5 y ea r  o ld s gave co r r e c t  a n sw ers as against C hom sky's 22%. 
T h ey  found that many of th e se  ch ildren  who sa y  "L a poupee e s t  
d iff ic ile  a v o ir ," when h er e y e s  are  blindfolded, s a y  the sa m e thing 
even  when sh e  has the s c a r f  around h er mouth and ch in , or  
when sh e  is  covered  with the s c a r f  excep t fo r  h er  head . T h ey  in fer  
from  th is that the ch ildren  "do not co n sid er  the doll a s  having 
d ifficu lty  in see in g  o th e r s , but that they co n sid er  the doll ' d iff ic ile  
a v o ir ' fo r  an o b se rv er  if  the doll i s  partly  co v ered . T h ese  ch ildren  
m ade us w onder about the sem a n tic  in terpretation  o f the verb  'to s e e ’ 
— could it m ean som eth ing lik e  'p erceiv in g  the total object c lea r ly ' 
o r  even  'knowing what i s  the co lo r  o f the e y e s ,  the h a ir , the type of 
d r e s s  e t c . ,  of a p erso n ’?" (p . 136) D iscrep an cy  betw een th e ir  re su lts  
and those o f Chom sky could thus be due to C hom sky's having counted  
a certa in  num ber of th ese  a n sw ers a s  in c o r r e c t , s in c e  the ch ildren  
did not ex p lic itly  s ta te  th e ir  m ean ing.
A lso , w h erea s  C hom sky had found a regu lar in c r e a se  o f c o r re c t  
resp o n ses  w ith a g e , they found a d ec r ea se  fo r  the 6 -y e a r -o ld s ,  
fo llow ed  by an in c re a se  at 7 and 8 . T hey explain  th e se  r e su lts  in 
te r m s  of P ia g e t's  cogn itive  psychology: "Cognitive developm ent often  
fo llo w s a c o u rse  in w hich the child  at f ir s t  is  capable o f applying a
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sp e c if ic  thought pattern to  a lim ited  a rea  of p ro b lem s. When h is  
cogn itive p r o c e s se s  d evelop , h is thought patterns w ill en com p ass  
ever-w id en in g  contents and thereby en ter  into con flic t w ith other  
p attern s. T h is  co n flic t, which in rea lity  i s  a  s ig n  of p r o g r e s s , m ay  
tem p orarily  resu lt in apparent r e g r e ss io n ."  (p . 136) T hey m ain­
tain that the c o r re c t  an sw ers g iven  by the 8 y e a r  old su b jects  are  
not o f the sa m e quality as  th ose  given by the you n gest children: 
the la tte r 's  c o r re c t  answ er m ay be the resu lt  o f m ore lim ited  
reasoning capacity  and the o ld er  ch ild 's  the re su lt  o f a much m ore  
powerful cognitive p ro cess  which " con sc iou sly  e lim in a tes  fa c to rs  
instead  o f s im p ly  ignoring them ."  (p . 137) It would s e e m , then , 
that in a ll re sea rch  of th is  type m ere  quantitive p rec is io n  is  not 
enough; it m ust be com bined with sen s it iv ity  to the quality o f the  
data if  the con clu sion s are to  have any gen eral v a lid ity . T h is  need  
of com bining s e n s it iv e n e s s  to quality  with quantitative p rec is io n  w as  
s tr e s s e d  by one o f the ea r ly  p ractition ers o f the 'N um bers Game' 
( i . e . ,  the s ta tis t ic a l method): "The s ta tis t ic a l method w as needed to  
g ive  bearings . . . but personal observation  to  g iv e  l i fe  to  s ta t is t ic s  
. . . the f ig u res  or  fa c ts  may be co rrec t enough in th e m se lv e s , but 
they m ay m islead  from  want of th ese  p rop erties  o r  from  lack  of  
co lo u r."  (C harles Booth in a le tter; cited  by Hopkins 1973: 3 0 -3 1 )  
T he general conclusion  of Cambon and S in c la ir  i s  that the 
nature of the p r o g r ess iv e  control ov er  th is  sy n ta ctic  stru ctu re  is
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"m ore com plex and l e s s  straightforw ard  than Chom sky’s  r e su lts  led  
u s to su p p o se . Explanatory h ypotheses on the nature of th is  p r o c e ss  
cannot be constructed  on purely  lin g u istic  c r ite r ia , but have to  take  
into account what w e a lread y  know about cogn itive developm ent in 
g en era l."  (pp. 139-140; em p h asis  m ine)
C rom er (1972) ca rr ied  out another experim ent in which he tr ied  
to  teach  ch ild ren  "nonsense" w ords by putting them  in d ifferentiating  
f r a m e s , in the se ttin g  o f a puppet show:
I am alw ays ip sy  to read to  y o u .
I find that fo r  m e to te ll you the tim e  is  n a rc io u s .
When the ch ildren  w ere  tested  on th ese  nonsense w ords put in 
a neutral fram e that gave no c lu e  to the deep stru ctu re re la tio n s , 
ch ild ren  at d ifferen t developm ental le v e ls  w ere  found to be using  
d ifferen t s tr a te g ie s  in in terpreting  th ese  se n te n c e s . Of the ch ildren  
who did not u se  fixed  s tr a te g ie s , i . e . , treating  ev ery  ad jective as  
e ith e r  'S ' o r  ’O’, only th ose  ch ildren  who had perform ed c o r r ec tly  
on all adult w ords su cceed ed  in the new task; the other groups  
p erform ed m ere ly  at chance le v e l .  H ow ever, even th ese  'P a s s e r s 1 
perform ed  b etter  on 'O' a d jectiv es  than on 'S ' a d jec tiv es .
On the b a s is  o f th e se  r e su lts  C rom er sp ecu la tes  about the 
p o ss ib ility  of a lan gu age-learn in g  p rin cip le  related  to the m ark ed / 
unmarked d istin ction  in natural la n g u a g es. B r ie fly , h is argum ent 
g o es  a s  fo llow s:
S in c e  Chom sky (1965) f ir s t  proposed the id ea , many lin g u ists  
b e liev e  that language acq u isition  is  m ade p o ss ib le  only b eca u se  the  
child  is  born equipped w ith a "knowledge” of lin g u istic  u n iv e r sa ls .
T he m arked/unm arked con trast in natural languages i s  a  u n iversa l 
of a  high d egree of g en era lity ; it  i s  applicable to  a ll a sp e c ts  o f  
language: phonological, gram m atica l and sem a n tic . (G reenberg 1966) 
M iller  and M cN eill (1969) propose that the unmarked fea tu res  are  
th ose  w hich a re  produced by a sp ea k er  as a m atter o f c o u r se , w ith­
out requiring any sp e c ia l d ec is io n  on h is  part; a ls o ,  the unm arked  
fea tu res  are  u nspecified  in the b ase  stru ctu re  o f the s e n te n c e s .
Now, s in c e  ch ildren  se em  to begin the acqu isition  o f language with  
the b ase  stru ctu re  without using any tran sform ation s at the ea r ly  
s ta g e s ,  they should f ir s t  acqu ire the u n iv ersa lly  unm arked fea tu res  
of language, and only la te r  begin to u se  m arked fo r m s . 'S ' (su b ject)  
and 'O' (object) type of a d jectiv es  m ay be con sid ered  a s  'm arked1 
c la s s e s  s in c e  they both provide sp e c ia l additional in form ation  sis to  
sen ten ce  s tru c tu re , in con trast to  the 'A' (am biguous) a d jec tiv es . 
S in ce  ch ildren  do not have any transform ational ru les  at the beginning  
s ta g e s , they should trea t a ll sen ten ces  o f th is  type on the b a s is  o f  
an untransform ed deep stru ctu re; in other w o rd s, they should trea t  
all ad jectives a s  'S ' a d je c tiv e s .
Now the question  is  why the perform ance of P a s s e r s  in C ro m er's  
1972 study w as b etter  on 'O' type than on 'S ' type of n on sen se w ords
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when equal inform ation had been supplied  about both. C ro m er's  
an sw er is  that "marking both fo rm s which indicate a co n tra st, when  
only one need be m arked, proves confusing fo r  ch ild ren  acquiring  
lan gu age."  ( p .75) He c ite s  a study by M cN eill, Yukawa and 
M cN eill (1971) a s  providing ev id en ce fo r  th is  co n c lu sio n . H ow ever, 
th is  kind of ev id en ce , based on a s in g le  study o f lim ited  sc o p e , 
i s  at b e st  su g g e stiv e  and cannot be le g itim a te ly  used  a s  d e c is iv e  
in reso lv in g  substantive q u estion s.
In s t i l l  another study, in which he used  a  p ictu re card  tech n iq u e, 
C rom er (1974) made a com parison  betw een the p erform an ce of 
native ch ildren  and adults on learn ing the E a sy /E a g e r  d istin ction  
in the c a se  o f new w ords ( i . e . , n on sen se w o rd s). A ll the su b jects  
w ere  f ir s t  c la s s if ie d  into the c a teg o r ie s  o f P r im itiv e  R ule U s e r s ,  
In term ed ia tes, and P a s s e r s ,  on the b a s is  of th e ir  p erform an ce on 
the t e s t  sen te n ce s  presented  to them  e a r lie r .  Then the new w ord s  
w ere  p resen ted . T he method con sisted  in show ing a p ic tu r e  to the  
su b ject and then tw ice reading the new w ord in a  d ifferentiating  
fram e; and then, a fter  putting the p icture fa ce  down, p resen tin g
the new w ord in a neutral fram e ( i . e .  ,The w olf/d u ck  i s  to  b ite ),
and then asking who w as the doer of action rep resen ted  by the 
in fin itive v er b . T h is  is  e sse n tia lly  the sa m e m ethod that he had 
used  in h is  1970 stu d y . T he resu lts  show ed that only high IQ 
ch ild ren  and high IQ adults (a ll among P a s s e r s )  could p erform  b etter
than chance on new w o rd s . H ow ever, on analyzing the s tr a te g ie s  
used  by ch ildren  and ad u lts, he thought he found ev id en ce o f a  
language sp e c if ic  ab ility  in ch ildren  but not in ad u lts. He attributed  
the in ab ility  of the low er IQ ch ildren  to learn  the new w ords to  the 
nature of the ta sk  w h ich , he thought, w as m ore lik e  that used  in a 
concept form ation  exp erim en t than lik e  a natural language learn in g  
s itu a tio n . Endowed a s  they a re  with a  sp e c if ic  language learn ing  
a b ility , a ll ch ild ren , ir r e sp e c tiv e  o f th e ir  IQ, should be able to  
lea rn  a  language in a  natural language learn ing situ a tion . And that 
i s  what did happen in the e a r lie r  exp erim en ts (1972, 1970) in which  
a ll " P a ssers"  had been able to  learn  the new w ord s, no m atter what 
th e ir  IQ. But s in c e  th is  did not happen in th is  experim ent (C rom er  
1974) it  m ust have been b ecau se the situation  w as not lik e  a  
natural language learn ing situation!
C ro m er 's  con clu sion  about a sp e c if ic  language learn ing ab ility  
in ch ild ren  but not in adults i s  based  on a hypothesized relation­
sh ip  betw een ch ild ren 's  s tr a te g ie s  and the m arked/unm arked  
co n tra st a s  a  lin g u istic  u n iv ersa l. In h is  1972 study he had found 
that m arking the 'O' ad jective fa c ilita ted  learn ing as the children  
ex p ect "the m arked form  to ind icate that transform ation  of deep  
stru ctu re  rela tion s had o ccu rred ."  (C rom er 1972: 13) T h ey  have 
thus an 'O '-orien tation  toward a ll new w o rd s, i . e . ,  a tendency to 
tr e a t  the se n te n ce s  in w hich they  o ccu r  as having had th e ir  deep
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stru ctu re  re la tio n s tra n sfo rm ed . T h is  orientation  is  supposed ly  
the resu lt o f applying lin g u istic  u n iv ersa ls  to  language acquisition  
and in ch ildren  th is  is  a sp e c if ic  language learn ing a b ility . Now  
co m es the clin ch er: " . . . i t  w as the " P a ssers"  who on both typ es  
o f ta sk  made the g r e a te s t  u se  o f the 'O '-ru le  (35.7%  in the puppet 
show  task  [ 1972] and 30.8%  in the p resen t [ 1974] exp erim en t).
M ore sta rtlin g  is  the fact that no adult e v e r  m ade u se  of th is  type  
of s tra teg y  . . . ; h ow ever, a  s iz a b le  p ercen tage o f adults (42.1% ) 
behaved lik e  the you n gest ch ildren  and s im p ly  show ed the named  
anim al [ i . e . ,  the su r fa ce  su b ject] a s  the a cto r  for  all se n te n c e s ."  
(1974: 13)
Two points need to be m ade about C ro m er 's  p o sitio n . F ir s t ,  
i f  on ly the high IQ P a s s e r s  learn ed  the new w ord s in h is 1974 
exp erim en t using  a p icture card  technique , w h erea s  all P a s s e r s  
(including th ose with low  IQ ) had done so  in the exp erim en t using  
a puppet show  (1972), is  he ju stified  in concluding that the p icture  
card technique is  m ore lik e  a  concept form ation  ex p er im en t? 1 
T h is  is  lik e  assu m in g  what he is  try ing to p ro v e . M oreover, he 
fo rg e ts  that in h is  1970 ex p er im en t, in which a lso  he used  a technique  
s im ila r  to the p ictu re card  tech n iq u e, a ll P a s s e r s ,  ir r e sp e c tiv e  of
1
In any c a s e ,  can the p ara m eters  o f a  natural language 
situation  or  of a concept form ation  exp erim en t situation  be defined  
with any d egree of p rec is io n ?
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th e ir  IQ, had learned  the n on sen se w ords c o r r e c t ly . But b ecau se  
that would be a p iece  of negative ev id en ce  he d isreg a rd s  i t .  T h is  
i s  typ ical o f a grea t deal o f cu rren t r e se a r c h  in the behavioral and 
so c ia l s c ie n c e s ,  which r e se a r c h , accord in g  to R itch ie  (1973: 453) 
i s  "directed  tow ards p iling up p o sitiv e  instances"  with litt le  in ter e st  
taken in "what can be learn ed  from  n egative in sta n c e s . Indeed the  
craving fo r  p o sitiv e  in stan ces often b eco m es so  stron g  that w e are  
tem pted to in cr ea se  the v a gu en ess o f ou r b a s ic  id ea s  . . .  s o  that 
w e can protect o u r se lv e s  from  d isco v er in g  anything but p o sitiv e  
in s ta n c e s ."1 In using th ese  notions of natural language learn ing  
situation  and concept form ation  ex p er im en t situation  a s  an 
afterthought, C rom er appears to have been  gu ilty  o f th is  p ro tective  
v a g u e n e ss .
S eco n d , the reason  he d en ies  a  s p e c if ic  language learn ing ab ility  
to  adults i s  that they don't u se  the 'O '-r u le . H ow ever, in the sa m p le  
o f foreign  adults in the p resen t stu d y , a ll the P a s s e r s  overw helm ing­
ly  apply the 'O '-ru le  stra teg y  to the Am biguous a d je c tiv e s . Applying  
the 'O '-ru le  even  when th ere  is  a ch o ice  show s a  s tro n g er  
'O '-orien tation  than when one ap p lies it  b ecau se  one m u st. What 
conclusion  is  to be drawn from  th is ?  Not that th e se  foreign  adults
1 S e e  a lso  R itch ie (1965)
p o s s e s s  a  sp e c if ic  language learning ab ility , but only that th ere
m ay not be such  a thing as a sp e c if ic  language learn ing a b ility .
A sk /T  e l l /P r o m is e
C hom sky, C . (1969) points out that in sen ten ces  w ith the  
follow ing su r fa ce  stru ctu re
NP-] V N P2 to in f. vb 
John told B ill to  go  
N Pg s e r v e s  a s the subject o f the infin itive v erb . In o th er w o rd s , in 
gen eral it i s  the object o f the main verb that s e r v e s  a s  the su b ject  
of the in fin itive com plem ent v erb . T h is  rule has a v ery  gen eral 
ap p licab ility  in E n glish , and holds fo r  a lm ost a ll v erb s  w hich take  
the com plem ent con stru ction s s im ila r  to the one above: p ersu a d e , 
en co u ra g e , o r d e r , p erm it, a llo w , u rg e , a d v ise , e n t ic e , fo r c e , 
s e le c t , co m p e l, require e tc .  T h is  rule is  based on the M inimum  
D istan ce P r in cip le  (M D P)^, form ulated by Rosenbaum  (1970), a s
1 B roadly , the Minimum D istance P rin cip le  s ta te s  that the 
deleted  in itia l noun phrase of the com plem ent is  identica l to  that 
noun phrase of the m ain sen ten ce that is  le a s t  d istant from  it ,  
d istan ce being defined "in term s of the underlying phrase stru ctu re  
i t s e lf  by making referen ce  to the number of branches in the path 
w hich sep a ra tes  the N P nodes in the main sen ten ce from  the in itia l 
NP node in the com p lem en t."  ( Rosenbaum 1970: 26) In the c a se  
o f the type o f sen ten ce  w e are con sid erin g ,d istan ce m ay be trea ted , 
fo r  all p ractica l p u rp o ses , as physical d istance in the su rfa ce  
s tr u c tu r e .
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a gen era l princip le governing the deletion  of the com plem ent su b ject  
in the su r fa ce  stru ctu re  o f em bedded se n te n c e s .
T h ere  a r e , h ow ever, a  few  v erb s that constitu te an exception  to  
th is  v ery  general rule: p ro m ise , and ask  , a s  illu stra ted  in the 
follow ing two sen ten ces:
John prom ised  B ill to  le a v e .
I asked him what to do.
In th ese  two sen ten ces  the lis te n e r  m ust construe NP^ to be the 
sub ject o f the in fin itive v erb , in v io lation  of the M D P (M inimum  
D istan ce P r in c ip le ) . In the c a se  o f ask  the situation  is  even m ore  
com plicated  b ecau se when it m eans 'request' o r  'com m and' it  is  
governed by the M D P:
I asked him not to make a n o ise .
C hom sky hypothesized that ch ildren  w ill learn  the in terpretation  
o f sen ten ces  that v io la te  the M D P la te r  than th ose  that conform  to  
it and, fu rth er , that they  w ill learn  the interpretation of sen ten ces  
containing a verb  with two conflicting  sy n ta ctic  stru ctu res  a s so c ia ­
ted with it  ( e . g . , ask) la te r  than those which have only one 
sy n ta ctic  stru ctu re a sso c ia ted  with it ( e . g . ,  p ro m ise) .
Among her su b je c ts , Chom sky found a sy ste m a tic  developm ental 
trend suggesting  that the ch ildren  do not co rrec tly  com prehend  
sen ten ces  involving both p ro m ise  and the M D P until they are about 
8 y e a r s  o ld . At the e a r l ie s t  s ta g e  the ch ildren  applied the M D P to
all sen ten ces  w ith the su r fa ce  stru ctu re under con sid eration . N ext, 
when they becam e aw are of excep tion s to th is  p r in cip le , they m ade 
m ista k es with sen te n ce s  that follow ed the M D P as w ell a s  with  
th ose  that did not. In the third sta g e  they  m ade no e r r o r s  with  
verb s that fo llow  the M D P but continued to  m ix th e ir  resp o n ses  
to  the ex cep tio n s. Only at the fourth s ta g e  did they  perform  
co r re c tly  in a ll c a s e s . Though th ere w as con sid erab le  variation  
in the rate o f acq u isition  in d ifferent ch ild ren , the sequence of 
achieving the s ta g e s  w as o rd er ly  and n o n tra n sitiv e .
Chom sky found s im ila r  r e su lts  when ask  and te ll w ere  used  
in another exp erim en ta l ta sk , ask  being used  both as a com mand  
and as a q u estion . A s had been predicted  by C hom sky, the 
com prehension  of p ro m ise  , w hich co n sisten tly  violated  the M D P ,  
alw ays preceded the com prehension  of a s k , which is  in con sisten t  
with resp ect to th is ru le .
K elleh er (1973), h ow ever, w as unable to rep licate C hom sky's 
fin d in gs. Though sh e  found that the gen eral pattern of her r e s u lts ,  
a s  that o f C h om sk y's, i s  one o f "gradual im provem ent with age ,"  
sh e a lso  found that so m e  ch ildren  in her study su cceed ed  with ask  
but fa iled  with p r o m ise . S h e  o b serves: " S ince C hom sky's ch ildren  
g en era lize  te ll and the ch ildren  in th is study g en era lize  p rom ise  
and ask , there appears to be no reason  to accept the M D P as  
an in ternalized  rule fo r  a ll ch ildren  . . . and no reason  to accept
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M D P in a  p sycholog ica l m od el."  ( p .26)
K elleher a lso  undertook to teach  the con stru ction s that the 
variou s children had fa iled  and found that they learn ed  th ose  
constructions with e a se  and rap id ity . S h e  rem ark s that th ese  resu lts  
should em b a rra ss  the m aturation hyp oth esis o f language acquisition  
or at le a s t  show that "m aturation is  n e c e s sa r y  but not su ffic ien t and 
children  m ay go quite so m e  tim e  a fter  the m aturation point w ith­
out developing the sp e c if ic  co n stru ctio n . If th is  is  the c a s e ,  then 
environm ental v a r ia b les  b ecom e v e ry  in terestin g  and im portant."
( P .  37)
K elleher m aintains that the s ta g e s  "which rep resen t the 
o rd er ly  sequential developm ent that a child  g o es  through w hile  
acquiring m astery  of h is  langugae appear to be m ore num erous, 
m ore com plicated  and le s s  w e ll-d e fin ed  than had been proposed  
p rev io u sly . " ( p .38; em p h a sis  m ine) T h is  con clu sion  is  in lin e  
with that of Cambon and S in c la ir  (1974) re ferred  to  e a r lie r  on 
pp. 6 8 -6 9 .
P ronom inal ization
In E n glish , n orm ally  the stru ctu re  o f the sen ten ce  d oes not 
r e s tr ic t  a  pronoun's re feren ce  but p erm its  the pronoun e ith e r  an 
identity or  non-identity  rela tionsh ip  with the co -o ccu rr in g  N P , 
depending upon context and s itu a tio n . H ow ever, there are  c a s e s
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in w hich sen ten ce stru ctu re  d oes r e s tr ic t  the pronoun's r e fe r e n c e . 
T h is  restr ic tio n  is  a lw ays to a  non -id en tity  relationship: "We do 
not find S s  [ i . e . ,  se n te n c e s ]  in which the pronoun's re feren ce  
i s  restr ic ted  on the b a s is  o f  s tru ctu re  to  an identity rela tion sh ip ."  
(Chom sky 1969: 19) F o r  in sta n ce , in the sen ten ce  
He knew that John w as going to win the race  
the pronoun cannot r e fe r  to John but m ust r e fer  to som eon e e ls e  
outside the sen ten ce .
H ow ever, it  i s  d ifficu lt to ch a ra c ter ize  the conditions under 
w hich non-identity  r e s tr ic t io n  a p p lie s . R o ss  (1967),who has 
treated  th is question in detail, reached  the con clu sion  that a  
sa tis fa c to ry  account coverin g  a ll o ccu rren ces  s t i l l  rem ain s to  be 
worked out. But "roughly w e can sa y  that a  pronoun w hich p reced es  
the NP in S  [ i . e . ,  sen ten ce ] . . .  i s  r e s tr ic ted  to nonidentity  
when in main c la u se  . . . but not when in a  subordinate c la u se  
. . . ." (C hom sky, C . ,  1969: 20)
In her study C hom sky in vestigated  the question  o f the age of 
on set o f th is  aw aren ess o f a non -id en tity  r e s tr ic t io n  on pronom inal 
re fer e n ce . She had 15 s e n te n c e s  divided into th ree  d ifferent 
stru ctu res: (1) Pronoun in the m ain c la u se , and preced ing the NP  
( e . g . ,  He found out that M ickey won the r a c e ); (2) Pronoun in the 
subordinate c la u se , and p reced in g  the NP ( e . g . , A fter he got the 
candy M ickey le f t) ; (3) Pronoun in subordinate c la u se , and
fo llow ing the NP ( e . g . , M ickey sa id  he w as hungry for a  big d in n er). 
Only in type (1) does the non-identity  r e s tr ic tio n  apply; in the other  
two types th ere  is  no res tr ic tio n  on re fe r e n c e .
Chom sky found that w ith v ery  few  ex cep tio n s, ch ildren  above 
5 y e a r s  6 m onths in h er sam p le  had learn ed  the con stru ction , and 
ch ildren  below  that age had not. T he rapid ity and uniform ity with  
w hich th is  construction  is  acquired "m ay be rela ted  to the m ore  
b a s ic  nature o f the p rin cip le  o f pronom inalization  in the language 
in g en era l, as  con trasted  with our o th er con stru ction s w hich depend 
on p articu lar le x ica l ite m s ."  S h e sp e c u la te s  that the "basic  
p rin cip les  o f the language m ay be acquired  m ore un iform ly a c r o s s  
ch ild ren , perhaps at a certa in  le v e l o f m aturation , w h ereas the 
m ore sp e c ia liz ed  con stru ction s v ary  m ore with the individual." 
(C hom sky, C . ,  1969: 1 1 6 ) 1
It is  s ig n ifica n t to note that K elleh er (1973:38) found that the 
"three sy n ta ctic  stru c tu res  involving le x ic a l item s of p articu lar  
co m p lex ities  w ere  taught and e a s ily  lea rn t by m o st o f the ch ildren  
in a sh ort period o f t im e  and do not appear to be dependent on 
m aturational le v e l .  T he pronom inalization  construction  which w as  
o f a d ifferent sy n ta ctic  com p lex ity  w as not s o  s u c c e ss fu lly  learn ed ."
1 S e e  a lso  p. 133 below
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N egation
Negation in English  is  a  v ery  com p lex  sy stem ; the follow ing  
lin g u istic  facts  about negation co v er  only  those a sp ects  o f it  a s  are  
relevant to an understanding o f its  developm ent in ch ildren  in the 
e a r ly  s ta g e s .
T he negative or  Neg can be con sid ered  a m orphem e that 
com bines with other parts o f a sen ten ce  to  constitu te negation in 
the sen ten ce; its  usual su r fa ce  ex p re ss io n  is  no or  not . In E nglish  
the negative m orphem e o ccu rs  m ost com m only  in conjunction with  
au xiliary  verb s with which it m ay optionally  be contracted  in sp e ec h .  
T he negative elem en t cannot be attached to  the m ain v erb s  (excep t  
in the c a se  of 'have' which can function both as a m ain verb  and 
a s  an au x iliary). T h ere fo re , in the ab sen ce of an au x iliary  verb  
in an affirm ative sen ten ce an em pty m orphem e do is  introduced  
to  ca rry  the negative m orphem e sis w ell as  the te n se  m ark er . In the 
p resen ce  of the negative m orphem e em bedded in the au x iliary  or  
do , the indeterm inate form  of the pronoun ( e . g . , s o m e )  is  changed  
to  the indefinite ( e . g . , any ) . Instead o f being em bedded in the 
au x ilia ry , the negative csin a lso  be com bined w ith a pronoun or sin 
adverb as in no one , nothing, n e v e r , o r  with a d eterm in er as in 
no m ore, no books , and so  on; h ow ever, th is  csinnot occu r along with 
au xiliary  negation but is  an a ltern a tiv e . T h u s, negation can occu r  
with auxiliary  v e r b s , adverbs cind indefin ite pronouns, but g en era lly
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only on ce in a  s im p le  sen ten ce; it o ccu rs  a s  e a r ly  a s  p o ss ib le  in the 
sen ten ce  as determ ined by the su r fa ce  stru ctu re  ord er  of w o rd s.
D evelopm ent o f negation in ch ild ren : At the f ir s t  s ta g e  (a s  defined  
by Brown in term s of Mean U tterance L ength), the negative o ccu rs  
a s  a sen ten ce  m od ifier  in the sp eech  o f ch ild ren . It i s  p laced  e ith er  
at the beginning o r  at the end of the sp eech  unit (which at that s ta g e  
m ay be one o r  two w ords strung togeth er w ithout any a u x ilia r ie s  
o r  in flections):
No s i t  there  
No play that 
No . . . w ipe fin ger  
W ear m itten no 
M ore . . .  no 
Not a  teddy bear
(K lim a and B ellugi 1966)
N egation at th is f ir s t  stage does not disturb the internal stru ctu re  of 
the se n te n c e , if  indeed there is  any at th is  s ta g e . No and not se em  
to  be used interchangeably.
At the second  stage  (c f .  Brown 1973b) the num ber of negative  
fo rm s r is e s  d ram atica lly . W hereas during the f ir s t  s ta g e  there  
w ere  only  two s im p le  form s o f n egation , now there are  sev en  
different ty p es . S om e are a ca rry  ov er  from  the f ir s t  s ta g e , o th ers  
a re  m ore com plex than the n egatives o f the f ir s t  s ta g e  but not yet
83
welV-formed ( e . g . , I no want en velop e) ; h ow ever, a few  appear to  
be w ell-form ed :
I can 't s e e  you .
I don't want h i m.
But th e se  se n te n c e s , though su p e r fic ia lly  c o r r e c t , lack  the internal 
stru ctu re  of adult gram m ar; the a u x ilia r ie s  can and do occu r  
alw ays com bined with the negative e lem en t and n ever a lon e . 
T h e re fo r e , can 't and d o n 't , at th is  s ta g e , appear to  be unanalyzed  
o r  prefabricated  rou tin es, and are res tr ic te d  to n o n -p ro g ressiv e  
v e r b s .
At the th ird  s ta g e , th ere  is  a fundam ental change in the ch ild 's  
g ram m ar, and can and other m odal a u x ilia r ie s  appear functionally  
in h is  sp e e c h , independent o f n egatives and in te r r o g a tiv e s . N egation  
begins to be em bedded in the au x iliary  v erb s but it  is  not until much  
la te r  that the com plex relation  of negative and indefin ite i s  estab ­
lish ed . On the way to  m asterin g  th is  sy ste m  the ch ildren  p ass  
through a sta g e  of producing double n egatives fo r  which there a r e ,  
at le a s t  in m ost m iddle c la s s  fa m ilie s ,  no adult m o d e ls . The p r o c e ss  
o f developm ent of double n egatives g o es  som ew hat lik e  th is .  At 
sta g e  th ree  the ch ildren  negate a sen ten ce  such  a s  I want so m e  
a s  I don't want s o m e . At a la te r  s ta g e  the indeterm inate form  of 
the pronoun (so m e) d isap p ears from  the negative sen ten ces  and is  
rep laced  by the negative counterpart n o n e ; the re su lt  is  a sen ten ce  
lik e  I don't want none . T h is  phenom enon, a s  M cN eill (1970) n o te s ,
r e v e a ls  the autonom y o f child  gram m ar and the c rea tiv ity  o f the 
p r o c e ss  by which it is  acquired .
It m ay be noted that in the developm ent o f child  sp eech  there  
are no c le a r -c u t  s ta g es; th ere  is  alw ays a resid u e of e lem en ts  of 
sy s te m s  at e a r lie r  s ta g e s  and each  sta g e  can be d escr ib ed  a s  a  
c o -e x is te n c e  of the ru les  o f an e a r lie r  sta g e  and a new and 
em erg in g  s y s te m . (K lim a and B ellu g i, 1966) Brown (1973b: 257) 
a lso  notes that th ere  is  "a con sid erab le  p eriod , varying in length  
w ith the p articu lar  m orphem e, in which p rod u ction -w h ere-req u ired  
i s  p ro b a b ilistic . T h is  is  a  fact that does not accord  w ell w ith the 
notion that the acqu isition  of gram m ar is  a m atter o f acqu isition  
o f r u le s , s in c e  the ru les in a  gen erative gram m ar e ith e r  apply 
o r  do not apply. One would exp ect rule acqu isition  to be su d d en ."
W h-questions
A Wh in terrogative  word m ay be looked upon a s  a kind of a  
dummy e lem en t standing in p lace of a  p articu lar constituent of a  
se n te n c e . T he derivation  o f a W h-question begins in the phrase  
stru ctu re  with the se le c tio n  of the ab stract in terrogative  m orphem e  
T h en , fo r  the constituent which is  to  be sp e c ified  in a w e ll-fo rm ed  
an sw er , a  dummy e lem en t PRO 1 is  s e le c te d  rather than so m e
1
PRO is  a sym bol to  indicate indeterm inate noun p h rases ( e . g .  
som ebody o r  som eth in g), ad verb ia ls o f tim e and p lace  and m anner 
e t c . ,  ( e . g . ,  so m e tim e , so m ew h ere , som ehow ) e tc .
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p a rticu la r  noun p h ra se , adverbial e tc .  T he b ase stru ctu re  derivation  
term in a tes  in underlying s tr in g s  of the follow ing type:
M aria+past+find+wh-PRO (NP)+ in the lib ra ry + y esterd a y .
M aria+past+find+ the book+ w h-PR O (A dv-place)+ y e s te r d a y .
M aria+past+  find+the book+ in the library*- w h -P R O (A d v-tim e). 
T he W h-questions a re  d erived  from  th ese  underlying s tr in g s  by 
applying two transform ations: preposing the dummy e lem e n t, and 
tran sp osin g  the ord er  o f the subject noun phrase and the f ir s t  
m em b er o f the au x iliary  o r  the em pty do. T he dummy e le m en ts  
a re  rep laced  by the appropriate in terrogative Wh w ords by 
m orphophonem ic r u le s . F or exam p le , w h-PR O (N P), 
w h-PR O (A dv-pl a ce ) and w h-PR O (A dv-tim e) are  rep laced  by 
who o r  w hat, when and w h e re ,r e sp e c tiv e ly .
D evelopm ent o f W h-questions in child  speech: At s ta g e  o n e , the
W h- q u estion s produced are  confined to a few  rigid routines which  
do not p o s s e s s  the internal stru ctu re of the adult s y s t e m . T h ese  
q u estion s are so m e v er s io n  of What dat? and W here he go?
(At th is  stage  a u x iliary  v e r b s , p rep osition s, conjunctions, and 
in flection s are  all m iss in g  from  child  sp eech ). Though m others  
produced a la rg e  num ber of other W h-q u estio n s, the ch ildren  
confined th e m se lv e s  to th ese  two; a s a m atter o f fa c t, What dat? 
w as th eir  m ost frequent q u estion . (Brown 1968a)
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At s ta g e  th re e , when the au x iliary  verb  e m e rg es  independently  
o f the n eg a tiv e s , the ch ildren  begin to form  Y e s /N o  q u estion s  
according to the adult m od el, i . e . , w ith an in version  of the 
au xiliary  or do , and the su b ject N P . (At s ta g e  one and two the 
Y e s /N o  question is  produced m ere ly  with a r isin g  intonation). 
H ow ever, at th is s ta g e , the ch ildren  a lso  produce "a kind of  
W h- question  w hich is  neith er the occasion a l [ e . g . , You want 
what?] , nor the norm al fo rm , but an ’ungram m atical1 creation  that 
l ie s  m idway betw een th e m .” (Brown 1968a: 284) F or exam p le ,
What he wants?
How he opened it?
Brow n, Cazden and B ellugi (1969) ca ll th is  construction  a "hypothe­
tica l in term ed iate,"  a  stru ctu re  derived  at an in term ed iate s ta g e  of 
adult g ram m ar.
In th ese  sen ten ces  the Wh word has been preposed  but the 
in version  betw een the sub ject noun phrase and au x iliary  has not taken  
p la ce . T h ere  a re  few  adult m od els fo r  th ese  se n te n c e s , at le a s t  in 
the m ajority  of m iddle c la s s  fa m ilie s ;  th e r e fo re , th ese  con stru ction s  
are tru ly  c r e a t iv e . A s noted above, the ch ildren  at th is  s ta g e  are  
producing p erfec tly  c o r r e c t  Y e s /N o  q u estion s with the appropriate  
in version  o f the su b ject NP and the a u x ilia ry . Why don’t they apply  
th is in version  to the W h-questions? Perhaps Brow n's concept o f  
cum ulative com p lex ity  (Brown 1973b) can be used to explain  it: the
com p lex ity  o f applying the two ru les  sim u ltan eou sly  is  g rea ter  than 
the s im p le  sum  o f the com p lex ity  o f each  and, th ere fo re , sim u lta­
neous application of both ru les  req u ires a  h igher le v e l of cognitive  
developm ent. H ow ever, in the ca se  o f foreign  children (learning  
E nglish  a s  a  second  language) a lso  it is  found that they too , 
even though o ld er , p a ss  through a s im ila r  s ta g e . (S e e  pp. 125-127)
Inflections
T h ere a re  a num ber o f stu d ies  o f developm ental m orphology  
which have attem pted to lay  down the seq u en ce in which children  
acquire control o v er  variou s in flection al m ark ers o f p lural, 
p o ss e s s iv e  and ten se  e tc .  Brown (1973b) g iv es  a com prehensive  
overv iew  of the w hole f ie ld .
In the c a se  o f the three ch ild ren , A dam , Eve and S a ra h , the 
su b jects  o f a longitudinal study conducted by Brown and h is a sso c ia ­
t e s ,  Brown found a m ore o r  l e s s  s im ila r  ord er of acquisition  of 
14 gram m atica l m orphem es o f English: p resen t p r o g r e ss iv e , in , on , 
p lu ra l, past ir r e g u la r , p o s s e s s iv e ,  uncontractible copula, a r t ic le s ,  
past reg u la r , third person  reg u la r , third person irreg u la r ,  
uncontractib le au x ilia ry , con tractib le  copula, and contractib le  
au x ilia ry . (Brown 1973b: 274) A cquisition  is  defined by Brown in 
term s of the ch ild ren 's  applying the p articu lar inflection  or  
au xiliary  in ob ligatory  con texts 90% of the t im e . T h is  is  because
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Brown finds that the p r o c e ss  o f acqu isition  is  not sudden (as it  would 
presum ably be if  it w ere  m ere ly  a m atter o f learn ing r u le s ) , but 
slow  and cum ulative. T h e r e fo r e , it  is  not a  m atter o f a ll or  none, 
but of the degree of control the child  has o v er  a p articu lar in flec­
tional m arker and, as su c h , the accep tab le d egree of control has to  
be defined p r e c ise ly .
Commenting on h is fin d in gs, Brown (1973b: 272) sa y s  that the 
"developm ent ord er  of the fourteen  m orphem es i s  quite am azingly  
constant a c r o ss  th ese  th ree  unacquainted A m erican  ch ild ren ."  He 
sp ecu la tes  that there m ust be so m e fa cto r  or  fa c to rs  which "caused  
th ese  gram m atical m orphem es to ev o lv e  in an approxim ately  
con sisten t ord er in th ese  ch ild ren ."  He a lso  o b serv es  that w hereas  
the ord er of developm ent i s  fa ir ly  con stan t, the rate o f develop­
ment v a r ie s  w idely; and a lso  that chronological age alone is  a poor 
index o f developm ent, but age in conjunction w ith M L U (Mean 
Length of U tterance) i s  a b etter  p red ictor  than M L U a lon e. Brown 
finds general support fo r  h is  ord er  in the w ork o f other re sea rch ers  
like Menyuk (1969), Leopold (1949), M iller  and Ervin (1964), Brown 
and F ra ser  (1963), and de V ill ie r s  and de V ill ie r s  (1973).
S tud ies of Menyuk and de V ill ie r s  and de V i l l ie r s ,  being  
c r o s s -s e c t io n a l, are  p a rticu lar ly  in ter estin g . M enyuk, how ever, 
does not con sid er all th ese  fourteen  m orp h em es. But de V illie r s  and 
de V illie r s  do, and th eir  re su lts  se e m  to support those of Brown.
A s Brown rem arks: "Thanks to  the de V illie r s  it  has been made 
c le a r  that w e have a developm ental phenomenon of substantial 
g e n e r a lity .” ( ibid. , p.  274)
T he de V illie r s  used  2 m ethods to  determ in e the ord er of 
acquisition  of the 14 gram m atical m orp h em es. T he second  m ethod, 
the method that is  of in terest to us h e r e , co n sisted  in ranking 
the averages of the sum m ed p ercen tages fo r  each  m orphem e  
a c r o ss  all ch ild ren . T h eir  study has one or  two in terestin g  out­
c o m e s . F ir s t ,  the rank ord er co rre la tio n  betw een age o f child  
and th eir  second ord er is  .6 8 , w h ile that betw een M L U and the 
sa m e ord er is  .92; th is m eans that M L U is  a b etter  p red ictor  
o f child  perform ance than a g e . S eco n d , th e ir  assum ptions under­
lying ord er II rece iv e  so m e support in a s much sis th e ir  resu lts  
agree with those of a longitudinal stu d y . T h ese  assum ptions are  
that "m orphem es have s im ila r  growth cu rv es  and m aintain roughly  
the sam e re la tive  ranking at each  M L U v a lu e ."  (de V illie r s  and 
de V illie r s  1973: 270-271)
The study of the acqu isition  of in flection s by ch ildren  has a lso  
incresised our understsinding of the way ch ildren  acquire language  
in g e n e r a l. A s a m atter of fact it w as s tu d ies  in m orphology that 
f ir s t  highlighted the fact that ch ildren  do not acqu ire Isinguage 
through im itation of adult fo r m s . T hey see m  to acquire it through  
a p ro cess  of learn ing ru les w hich are  v ery  gen era l at f ir s t ,  and
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then gradually becom e m ore and m ore d ifferentiated  t i l l  th ey  approxi­
m ate the adult s y s te m . Berko (1958) w as probably am ong the f ir s t  
to  show  that ch ild ren 's ab ility  to m ark the p lu ra l, the p o s s e s s iv e ,  
and the ten se  depends upon th e ir  'knowing' ru les  w hich they  can  
apply even  to synth etic  w ords they  could not p o ssib ly  have heard  
b efo re . In the c a se  of the plural and the p o s s e s s iv e ,  fo r  in sta n ce , 
the children ch ose  the in flectional m arking c o r r ec tly  in accordance  
with the phonological rule o f v o ice  a ss im ila tio n  that op era tes  in 
E nglish  fo r  p lurals and p o s s e s s iv e s .  A nisfeld  and Gordon (1968) 
have further c la r ified  the w ay th is rule o p era tes in E nglish  by 
dem onstrating that it is  s to red  in the m inds of the sp ea k ers  a s  
a s e t  o f d istin ctive  fe a tu re s . T h ere fo re , i f  a  sp eak er  o f E nglish  
i s  forced  to choose between two new plural fo rm s n eith er of w hich  
is  c o r r e c t , he w ill p refer  the one that m ore c lo s e ly  r e se m b le s  the  
c o rrec t form  as a com plex of d istin ctiv e  fe a tu re s .
Brown (1973b: 291) found that the ch ild ren 's  le v e l o f perform ance  
in applying ru les to  nonsense or  synth etic  w ords is  lo w er  than in 
applying them to real w o rd s. T h is  could be due to many re a so n s .  
"S om e r e a l-s te m  p lurals m ay be sto red  a s  such  even  though others  
are created  by r u le . N[o syn th etic  word p lu rals can be s to red  sis 
such  . . . .  It is  a lso  p o ss ib le  that the syn th etic  s tem  p o se s  a 
problem  in its  own righ t, s in ce  it  i s  a  novel phonetic seq u en ce which  
the child m ust integrate w h ereas real s te m s  would a lread y  e x is t
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a s  integrated u n its ."
It has been found that children o v erg en era lize  th e ir  ru les: they  
apply them  to a ll m em b ers of a  category to  begin with and only  
gradually learn  the ex cep tio n s. Ervin (1964a) found that a ll the 
ch ildren  betw een 2 and 4 y e a rs  whom sh e  studied  regu larized  the 
plural fo r  foot and m a n ; they  sa id  m an -m an s, fo o t-fo o ts  o r  f e e t -  
fe e ts  . What sh e  found a litt le  su rp risin g  w as that even  highly  
practiced  fa m ilia r  form s w ere tem porarily  changed in form  by o v er­
gen era liza tion  o f new p attern s. S lobin  c a lls  th is  phenomenon " inflec­
tional im p eria lism "  fo r  which he finds abundant ex a m p les  in the 
sp eech  of ch ildren  learning R ussian as a native lan gu age.
In the c a se  of past ten se  in flec tio n s  Ervin  found that in the 
e a r lie r  tex ts  that sh e  had co llected  th ere  w as a predom inance of 
irreg u la r  fo r m s . T h is w as probably due to  the fa c t that m ost com m on  
v erb s are irreg u la r  in their inflections: c o m e , 9 £»_do> buy e tc .  W hen, 
how ever, the ch ildren  had learned  the regu lar past in flection  they  
extended it  f ir s t  to  th ese  highly practiced  fo rm s and produced  
buyed, corned, d o ed ; and so m etim es  even to  irreg u la r  p attern s, 
e . g . , took en . T h is  tendency of children to o v erg en era lize  and ov er­
reg u la r ize  i s  the m ost w idely  noted asp ect o f child  sp e e c h . A lm ost 
e v er y  re sea rch er  in the fie ld  has noticed so m e  ex a m p les  of 
analogical form ation  and ovei—extension  of regu lar p r in c ip le s .
CHAPTER IV
SIM ILARITIES BETWEEN PR O C E SSE S OF  
FIR ST AND SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION:
SOM E THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS
If w e turn our attention to second  language acq u isition  w e have 
to  ask  o u r se lv e s  w hether the p ro cessin g  s tr a te g ie s  o f the Learners 
a re  s im ila r  to th ose  em ployed  in f ir s t  language learn ing and, fu rth er , 
w hether they d iffer  fo r  ch ildren  and ad u lts. Now, th ere  i s  so m e  
ev id en ce to support the view  that children (up to about the age of  
10 to 12 y e a r s ,  that i s ,  b efore they reach the age o f form al op erations  
a s  defined by P ia g et), when exposed  to a second  language in a  
natural en v iron m ent, learn  it v ery  q u ick ly , presum ably  by the sa m e  
m echanism  a s  is  involved in the learn ing o f a native lan gu age. T h ere  
a re  a few  em p ir ica l s tu d ie s  (Dato 1971; Ravem  1969; Dulay and 
Burt 1972) w hich show  a sy stem a tic  patterning in the acq u isition  
o f a  secon d  language by ch ild ren . What is  m ore im portant, th ese  
stu d ies  show  that the kinds of 'e r r o r s ’ th ese  ch ildren  m ake are  
s im ila r  to those w hich native ch ildren  m ake. T h is  would se e m  to 
ind icate that, in learn ing a second  language, the ch ildren  m ight be
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em ploying the sa m e  s tr a te g ie s  a s  they em ploy in learn ing th eir
f ir s t  language. Of c o u r se , the tw o learn ing situ ation s a re  v ery
different: w ith a  ch ild 's  f ir s t  language, the lin g u istic  ex p er ien ce  is
a to ta lly  new phenomenon fo r  him; in the c a s e  o f  learn ing a secon d
language the child  a lready has a  lin g u istic  sy ste m  at h is d isp o sa l.
O bservation has shown that in the c a se  o f ch ildren  learn in g  a
second  language, the sta g e  o f telegrap h ic  sp e e c h -1 is  e ith er  absent
2
or o f such  sh ort duration that it  m ay v ery  e a s ily  be m is s e d . One
1 T eleg ra p h ic  sp eech  denotes sp eech  that is  la r g e ly  m ade up of  
nouns and v erb s (with a few  ad jectiv es  and ad verbs) and lacking  
p rep o sitio n s, conjunctions, a r t ic le s ,  in fle c t io n s , and a u x iliary  
v e r b s . It is  a v er y  apt ch aracteriza tion  o f the e a r ly  u tteran ces o f  
ch ildren  acquiring th eir  native language. H ow ever, it is  a  purely  
d escr ip tiv e  term  and does not have any im p lication s about the 
'p ro cess ' that lea d s to the production o f such  sp e ech .
“̂ This sta tem en t is  based  on m y general observation  o f foreign  
ch ildren  learn ing English  in a natural environm ent in variou s  
kindergartens around the L S  U (L ou isiana  S ta te  U n iversity )
C am pus. One child  (name: D— ) w as v is ited  at regu lar in terv a ls  
(ev ery  three w eek s) fo r  about a period of f iv e  m onths. H is age w as  
4 y e a r s  and 11 m onths on h is  arr iva l in the United S ta te s . T h e boy 
w as left-h an d ed , bright and a ler t and spoke c r e o le  French; h is  m other  
spoke only French  though the father spoke E nglish  a ls o .  He joined  
sch ool in the la s t  w eek  o f January 1973. I paid a num ber o f v is it s  
to  the sch oo l in February ju st to get acquainted. C lose  observation  
of h is behavior in variou s s itu a tion s show ed that he had no com p re­
hension o f E n g lish , but w as able to participate in variou s a c t iv it ie s  
by m ere ly  im itating the actions o f h is  fe llo w  stu d en ts. F o r  ex a m p le , 
on f ir s t  M arch I requested  h is  teach er  to is s u e  the follow ing  
com m and after  the ch ildren  had assem b led  in the c la ssro o m  after  
the playground hour: "Will all the g ir ls  p lea se  go out and w ash  up?" 
T he com m and w as uttered d istin ctly  and c le a r ly , p articu larly  the 
cru cia l word 'g ir l s ' . At the com m and the g ir ls  got up and filed  out 
o f the room , and D—  follow ed th em !
It w as at the end of M arch that D—  uttered h is  f ir s t  w ord of
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p o ss ib le  explanation is  th at, a s  the span o f sh ort term  m em ory  
in c r e a se s  w ith a g e , the re la tiv e ly  o ld er  ch ild ren 's e a r lie s t
E n g lish . T he event crea ted  a  m ild  sen sation  among the te a ch er s ,  
who w ere  w atching him a s  c lo se ly  a s I w a s . W hile in the playground, 
he had pointed to a dog and sa id , "Look! Look! Dog!" Another 
word that he had lea rn ed , as  reported  by the teach er , w as the 
f ir s t  nam e o f the m ost m isch ievou s boy in the c la s s  b ecau se the  
tea ch er  w as alw ays ca llin g  upon that boy to stop doing w hatever  
p articu lar brand o f m isc h ie f  he m ight have been indulging in at 
the m om en t. T h is  "telegraphic" phase la sted  only about three  
w eeks and I didn't get enough opportunity o f hearing s in g le  w ords  
o r  the nam e to determ in e in what contexts and in what s e n se  he 
w as using the w ords or  the n a m e.
On m y v is i t  to sch oo l on 24th A p r il, 1973 I found D—  v ery  
much at hom e in E nglish  a s  w ell a s  in the sc h o o l. He w as 
chattering and playing with other ch ild ren , and apparently under- 
stood p ra ctica lly  everyth ing ad d ressed  to him by the tea ch er .
H is sp eech  contained a la rg e  num ber o f fa ir ly  w ell-fo rm ed  
s e n te n c e s . H ere are a few  exam ples:
What house?
T h is  i s  a  house?
Put it in here?
T h is  i s  what?
(He is  form ing h is  q u estion s with a  r isin g  intonation, without in ver­
ting the a u x ilia ry  and the su b ject noun p h ra se . T he la s t  question is  
what Brown (1968a)calls an "occasional"  W h-question)
H ere are  a few  m ore exam ples:
N o, g ive  m e th is .
T h is  is  not a car.
Don't know what that is .
It i s  rem arkable that w ithin th ree  m onths o f h is  arriva l in the 
United S ta te s  D—  should be using such  se n te n c e s . It takes native  
lea rn ers  a  much lon ger period to  reach  th is s ta g e . D— w as not 
ob served  to u tter  a s in g le  word o f E nglish  during the f ir s t  two 
m onths of h is  attendance at s c h o o l. But when he did s ta r t  speaking  
he w as speaking fa ir ly  w e ll-fo rm ed  sen ten ces: he had c le a r ly  been  
in ternalizing a  great deal from  the v ery  beginning. H ow ever, in the
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u tteran ces are  lon ger  than the younger native le a r n e r 's  at the sa m e  
sta g e  o f developm ent. It has been noted that a fter  a certa in  s ta g e ,  
with an in creasin g  span of m em ory , ch ildren  sta r t adding functors to 
th e ir  u tteran ces rather than m ore le x ic a l ite m s . T h ere is  no
•4
apparent reason  why they should  do so  (Brown 1973b). T hey are  
p erfectly  understood by th ose n ear them  ( i . e . , parents and s ib lin g s  
e t c . )  even without the fu nctors m any o f which a r e , in any c a s e ,  
redundant (de V ill ie r s  and de V illie r s  1973).
E vidence from  availab le stu d ies  sh ow s that ch ildren  see m  to be 
making u se  o f the sa m e  s tr a te g ie s  in learn ing a  second  language as  
they do in learn in g  th e ir  f ir s t .  T h is  can be se e n  from  the kinds of  
sy stem a tic  'e r r o r s ’ they m ake through overgen era liza tion  and ov er­
regu larization . R avem  (1969: 184) finds that "language acquisition
beginning, sp eech  s e e m s  to have been inhibited by a  number o f factors:  
an unfam iliar and a lien  m ilieu , com bined with the p o ss ib ility  o f being  
able to play and participate in m ost sch oo l a c tiv it ie s  without sp ea k in g . 
T h is sudden breaking out o f fa ir ly  w e ll-fo rm ed  sp eech  w as observed  
in another child  (at another sch o o l) who w as a lso  observed  from  
February to A pril 1973. T he gen era l observation  of tea ch ers  in th is  
m atter is  in conform ity  with th is tentative conclusion  that when th ese  
foreign  ch ildren  s ta r t  speaking E nglish  they s ta r t with fa ir ly  w e ll-  
form ed sen ten ces  com p lete  w ith a u x ilia r ie s  and in fle c t io n s . Of co u rse  
it is  not being im plied  that they have m astered  the gram m ar involved  
in th ese  sen ten ces  many o f w hich , a s  the study p ro g ressed , w ere  
shown to be unanalyzed ro u tin es . But one thing is  clear: th ese  o ld er  
children  learn  E nglish  r e la tiv e ly  fast; and b ecau se of an in creased  
m em ory sp an , the period  o f " telegraph ic speech" is  o f  a v ery  short  
duration in th e ir  lin g u istic  developm ent.
1 S e e  quote on pp . 9 8 -9 9
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in an environm ent w here no form al instruction  is  given  s e e m s  to be 
a crea tiv e  p r o c ess  not unlike that o f f ir s t  language acq u isition ."
S in c e , accord ing to availab le  ev id en ce (D ulay and Burt 1972), the 
ch ild ren 's  construction  of a  new lin g u istic  sy ste m  appears to  be 
la rg e ly  independent o f the native lin g u istic  s y s te m , th e ir  previous  
lin g u istic  background is  not re lev a n t. M o reover , even  in the c a se  
o f the adult, the c la im  o f in ter feren ce  by h is native language in 
learning a secon d  language is  not r e a lly  borne out by ev id en ce or  
ex p er ien ce  excep t at the phonological le v e l w h ere an autom atization  
of new habits o f articu lation  s e e m s  to  be d ifficu lt, though not perhaps 
im p o ss ib le , to attain beyond a certa in  age (B raine 1971).  Many 
r e se a r c h e r s  have reported that a la rg e  num ber of adult lea rn ers ' 
sy n ta ctic  e r r o r s  are not traceab le  to  th e ir  native languages (R ichards  
1971; E rvin -T ripp  1970a; G eorge 1972; Burt and K iparsky 1972).
T h ere is  now an in creasin g  body o f opinion shaped by the 
accum ulating ev id en ce that learn ing a native tongue by the child  and 
learn ing a second  language by the adult are  not "essentia lly"  
different p r o c e s s e s . T h is  is  not a new idea but w as proposed by 
P alm er (1917) o v er  half a century ago . He m aintained that w e w ere  
a ll endowed by nature with the capacity  fo r  a ssim ila tin g  language and 
that th is capacity  rem ained availab le to us in a latent sta te  a fter  the 
acquisition  of a p rim ary language. T he adult w as seen  sis capable 
of learn ing a foreign  Isinguage as a ch ild . C order (1967) is  o f the
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v iew  that nobody has y et shown "that the p r o c e ss  o f learn ing a
second  language is  o f a fundam entally d ifferent nature from  the
p ro cess  o f prim ary acq u isition ."  T h e re fo re , he p rop oses as a
working hypothesis "that so m e at le a s t  o f the s tr a te g ie s  adopted by
the lea rn er  of a secon d  language are su b sta n tia lly  the sa m e as
th o se  by which a f ir s t  language i s  acqu ired ."  (p . 164) A fter a  study
o f the com prehension of certa in  sen ten ce  typ es by native children
and foreign  ad u lts, Cook (1973) rea ch es the con clu sion  that there
appear to be " s im ila r it ie s  betw een the w ays that native ch ildren
and foreign  adults understand sen ten ces  at d ifferen t s ta g e s  of
d evelop m en t," but sh e  cautions about the in terpretation  o f her
findings as ev id en ce for s im ila r it ie s  o f lea rn in g , adding that further
" research  is  needed to  es ta b lish  w hether the learn ing s tr a te g ie s
a s  w ell a s  the perceptual s tr a te g ie s  are  s im ila r ." (p .27) S h e
concludes the paper by affirm ing that m odern r e se a r c h  su g g e sts
that th ere a re  no c le a r  d ifferen ces  betw een adults and ch ildren  in the
way they tack le language:
D. P alerm o and H. Howe (1970) have dem onstrated  that adults 
approached an experim ental learn in g  situ ation  in the sa m e way  
that children learn  the p ast ten se  in flection  in English; W . S to lz  
and J .  T iffany (1972) show ed that the c h a r a c ter is t ic  d ifferen ces  
between the word a sso c ia tio n s  o f ch ildren  and adults could be 
cancelled  out by giving the adults unfam iliar w ords; the p resen t  
resea rch  show s s im ila r it ie s  betw een sy n ta ctic  com prehension  in 
foreign  adults and native ch ild ren . At the m om ent there s e e m s  
to be no certa in  ev id en ce to  show  that adults a re  d ifferent from  
children in language lea rn in g , once the other attributes o f the  
adult such as in creased  m em ory span have been can celled  out.
( P . 2 8 )
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We could adopt, then, a s a  w orking hyp oth esis that at va r io u s  
s ta g e s  of h is learning E nglish the adult a lso  has a s e l f  contained and 
in tern a lly  con sisten t sy s te m . T he sy s te m a tic  nature of h is  e r r o r s  
a lso  su g g e sts  that he m ight be learn ing a secon d  language through  
a continuous refinem ent o f a  total sy s te m  and not m ere ly  building  
it  up brick  by b rick . L ike the ch ild , he a lso  m ight be constantly  
constructing and m odifying a s e r ie s  o f g ra m m a rs to conform  m ore  
c lo s e ly  to the sy stem  he is  trying to m a ste r . Among o th e rs , N em ser  
(1971),  S e lin k er  (1972), and R eibel (1971)  have em p h asized  the need  
o f  studying th ese  sy s te m s  of the adults at v a r io u s s ta g e s  a s  impoi— 
tant fo r  understanding the p r o c e s se s  o f language lea rn in g .
H ow ever, there is  one thing that n eed s exp lanation . How i s  it  
that p ra ctica lly  a ll children su cceed  in learn in g  e ith e r  a f ir s t  o r  a 
secon d  language w ell w h ereas a la rg e  num ber o f adults fa il to  do 
s o  in sp ite  o f ex ce llen t exp osure to the language (in the s e n s e  of 
having it spoken all around th em ). P erh aps the explanation l ie s  
in m otivation . Brown (1973b: 412) w onders why ch ildren  bring  
th eir  sp eech  into lin e  with adult m od els in the ab sen ce o f any  
se le c tio n  p r essu r es  and sp ecu la tes  that perhaps "the human s p e c ie s  
i s  program m ed at a certa in  period in its  l ife  to op erate in th is fash ion  
on lin g u istic  input. L in gu istic  input would be defined by the un iven-  
sa l p rop erties of language. And the period  o f p r o g r e ss iv e  rule  
extraction  would correspond to  L en n eb erg 's (1967) proposed 'c r it ic a l
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p e r io d .' It m ay be ch iefly  adults who te a m  a  new language in term s
o f se le c tio n  p r e ssu r e s ."  Nida (1971) thinks that the lev e llin g  off
p r o c e ss  in second language in the c a se  o f adults in vo lves th ree
d ifferent so c io -p sy ch o lo g ica l e lem en ts  in v ariou s com binations
and proportions: (1) in te llectu a l fatigue ( a m ore sop h istica ted
w ay of speaking about people being m en ta lly  la zy ), (2) no fee lin g
fo r  the need o f g rea ter  identification  w ith the surrounding
com m unity, and (3) the conviction  that fu rth er e ffo rt w ill not
produce com pensatory  r e su lts ."  ( p .63) L am bert and h is
co -w o rk ers  have found that " in tegrative m otivation" le a d s  to
g rea ter  p ro fic ien cy  in a foreign  language than an "instrum ental
m otivation ."  L am bert (1972: 291) is  o f  the v iew  that
. . .  an individual su c c e ss fu lly  acquiring a  second  language 
gradually  adopts variou s a sp e c ts  o f behaviour w hich ch a ra cter ize  
m em b ers of another lin g u istic -cu ltu ra l group . T he le a r n e r 's  
eth n ocen tric  ten d en cies, h is  attitudes toward the other group, 
and h is  orientation  toward language learn ing a re  b elieved  to 
regu late o r  control h is  m otivation to learn  and u ltim ate ly  h is  
s u c c e s s  or  fa ilu re  in m asterin g  the new language. His 
orientation  is  thought of a s  being "instrum ental" in form  if  the 
purposes o f language study re fle c t  the m ore  u tilitarian  value  
o f lin g u istic  ach ievem en t, such  as getting ahead in on e's  
occupation if  he m a sters  the language, and "integrative" if  
the student is  orien ted  to learn  m ore about the other  
cultural com m unity a s  if  he d esired  to belong to or  becom e  
a potential m em ber o f the o th er group.
CHAPTER V
THE PR ESEN T STUDY
T he p resen t study w as undertaken to te s t  the hyp oth esis of 
s im ila r ity  betw een the p r o c e s se s  o f learn ing E nglish  a s  a f ir s t  and 
second  language by children and ad u lts. T he overa ll approach is  
the application of the findings of current re se a r ch  on the acqu isition  
of E n glish  a s  a  f ir s t  language to  the study o f the acqu isition  o f E nglish  
as a  secon d  language. Chapter III outlined so m e a sp e c ts  o f the  
E nglish  syntax and the findings of current r e sea rch  about how they  
appear to be acquired developm entally  by native ch ild ren . T h is  i s  a  
c r o s s -s e c t io n a l study and, th ere fo re , the em p h asis i s  on studying  
the s tr a te g ie s  o f the lea r n e rs  rather than estab lish in g  a  sequentia l 
ord er of lea rn in g .
An E m p irica l Investigation of the S tr a te g ie s  o f C hildren  
Learning E nglish  as a  Second  Language
S ix teen  fore ign  children w ere the su b jects  in th is  stu d y . They  
w ere  all en ro lled  at the U n iversity  T e r r a c e  E lem entary S c h o o l, ju st
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off the L S  U Campus^ th e ir  p a ren ts, fa th er or  m other or both, 
being students at L S  U (L ou isiana  S tate  U n iv ersity ). T h u s, s o c io ­
eco n o m ica lly , they constitu ted  a  fa ir ly  hom ogeneous group. The  
sch oo l did not have any IQ reco rd s but the children w ere  ca refu lly  
screen ed  fo r  any p o ss ib le  physica l or  m ental d efects b efore being  
included in the stu d y . T h is  w as done on the b a s is  o f the tea ch ers' 
rep orts and the in terv iew s the in vestiga tor had with the ch ildren  
b efore the s ta r t  o f the stu d y . Only one g ir l w as found to have a 
s lig h t hearing d efect and sh e  w as excluded; all the o th ers appeared  
to  be n orm al, a le r t , and w e ll-m o tiv a ted  to learn  a s  behoves the 
ch ildren  o f stu d en t-p a ren ts .
T h ere  w ere  7 g ir ls  and 9 boys; they spoke 8 languages among 
th em selves: Spanish  5 , M alaysian 4 ,  Urdu 2 ,  French 1, A rabic 1, 
Indonesian 1 , Thai 1 , Philippino 1 . T h eir  ages ranged from  65  
months to 111 m onths, w ith a  m ean of 85.31 (SD=13 .50) .  T he age  
at w hich they joined the sch oo l ranged from  37 m onths to  87 m onths, 
with a m ean of 6 3 . 1 3  (SD=1 2. 41 ) .  The period o f th ese  ch ild ren 's  
sta y  in the United S ta te s  p rior to their joining sch ool w as not 
con sid ered  relevan t fo r  the p u rp oses o f th is  study b ecau se (as  
reported by the parents in an sw er to  a questionnaire)^ th ese  ch ildren  
did not com e into contact with E n glish -sp eak in g  children o r  adults
1 S e e  Appendix on p . 180
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at hom e,w here they n orm ally  used  th e ir  native lan gu ages. All the 
children  w ere  bilingual in that they spoke two lan gu ages. T he norm al 
pattern w as that the ch ildren  used E nglish  at sch oo l and th eir  native  
language at hom e. In so m e  ca ses  parents encouraged th e ir  ch ildren  
to  u se  E nglish  even  at hom e but in the m ajority  o f c a s e s  the m o th ers , 
not being fluent sp ea k ers  o f E n g lish , p referred  (fortu n ately!) to 
speak  in th eir  native tongues to th e ir  ch ild ren , thus p reserv in g  
th e ir  b ilin g u a lism . No te s ts  w ere  adm in istered  to a scerta in  the  
extent of th e ir  b ilin g u a lism , but the parents' answ ers to the  
questionnaire m entioned above indicated that a ll the ch ildren  w ere  
able to u se  th e ir  native languages with p ro fic ien cy .
A num ber o f v is it s  w ere  paid to  the sch oo l before the data used  
in th is study w ere  c o lle c te d . During th ese  v is i t s  the in vestiga tor  
took h is tape reco rd er  with him and allow ed the children to play  
with i t .  T he ch ildren  enjoyed th em se lv es  im m ensely»speak ing, 
w histling  o r  making other n o ise s  into the m icrophone and then 
hearing th ese  played back . T h is  and the ca su a lly  given inform ation  
that the in v estig a to r 's  bag w as bulging with toys and p ictu res with  
w hich he wanted to play with the ch ild ren , made them  only too ea g er  
to  p artic ip a te .
T he testin g  w as done in the C onference Room in the lib ra ry . 
Though the ch ildren  w ere  in terview ed  individually , the in v estig a to r  
found it helpful to have one o r  two other ch ildren  a lso  p resen t.
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T h ese  other ch ildren  w ere  so m e tim e s  th o se  who had a lready been  
in terview ed  o r  other ch ildren  not included in the stu d y . T his  
stra teg y  put the ch ildren  at e a se  by creatin g  an inform al a tm osp h ere. 
T he variou s t e s t s  w ere  ad m in istered  to each  child  in two or so m e­
tim e s  even  three d ifferent s e s s io n s  to en su re  continuing a ler tn ess  
and in terest on th e ir  part. T h ese  d ifferen t s e s s io n s  took place  
so m etim es  on the sa m e day and so m etim es  on d ifferent d ays. A ll 
the testin g  w as done during the f ir s t  th ree  w eek s o f May 1974.
T he gen era l approach to in terview ing w as what m ight be ca lled  
’c lin ica l': each  child  w as treated  in the w ay b est su ited  to him and 
the sequence o f testin g  w as determ ined  by what seem ed  to  have 
attracted the attention o f the ch ild . F o r  in sta n ce , if  the child  picked  
up M ickey (the m o u se), o r  Pluto (the pup)for playing with it ,  he 
w as given the P ronom inalization  T e s t  f ir s t  in w hich th ese  toys w ere  
u sed , and s o  on . T he resp o n ses  o f the ch ildren  w ere  not recorded  
until the in vestiga tor fe lt  su re  that the ch ild  had understood what 
w as required and w as making a valid  re sp o n se . H ow ever, in the 
v ery  nature of th ings th is is  a su b jective  judgem ent. T he children  
w ere  allow ed to  play for a sh ort tim e a fter  each  te s t  and, at the 
s lig h te st  appearance o f s ig n s  o f  fatigue o r  flagging in ter est, the 
s e s s io n  w as term inated  with a 'p rom ise ' that the gam e would be 
continued next day or the day a fter .
All the s e s s io n s  w ere  recorded  on a H itachi C a ssette  Tape
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R ecord er (Model T R Q -298) using SONY C -120  High F id elity  
C assette  T apes that w ere  la te r  tra n scr ib ed . T h is  w as in addition  
to the w ritten  record  of the ch ild ren 's  resp o n ses  m ade on the sp o t.  
T he tap es serv ed  a s  a check  on the w ritten  reco rd . T he w ritten  
record  w as absolu tely  e sse n tia l b ecau se  in many c a s e s  a  ch ild 's  
resp on se con sisted  in pointing, o r  nodding, o r  shaking h is  head.
E a sy /E a g er
The child w as shown two lin e  draw in gs, one o f w hich show ed a  
w olf biting a duck, and the o th er the duck biting the w o lf. T he  
sen ten ce T he w olf b ites  the duck w as uttered  and the child  asked  
Who is  biting? M ost ch ildren  rep lied  c o r r e c tly  to th is  q u estion . 
H ow ever, if  a child h esita ted  (perhaps b ecau se  of the inanity o f the  
q u estion !) the answ er w as supplied  im m ed iately  by the in v estig a to r . 
Depending upon the situ a tion , so m e ch ildren  w ere  g iven  so m e other  
exam ples to make c lea r  to them  what they w ere  required  to  do.
F or exam p le , the sen ten ce  T he book is  d ifficu lt to  read w as  
presented and the child  asked  Who reads the book? If the child  
hesitated  it w as explained to him  that ob viou sly  som eb od y, not 
m entioned in the sen ten ce , read s the book. A nother sen ten ce  used  
for  th is  purpose w as S o -a n d -so  (nam e o f any o th er ch ild  who 
happened to be p resen t) i s  e a sy  to b ea t. T h is  sen ten ce  helped to 
relax  the atm osphere and the child  approached the task  in the sp ir it  
o f playing a challenging g a m e . Then the follow ing sen ten ces  (adapted
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from  C rom er 1970) w ere  presented:
1 . T he duck b ite s  the w olf.
2 . T he w o lf i s  happy to b ite .
3 . T he duck is  quick to b ite .
4 .  T he w olf i s  ta sty  to  b i t e .
5 . T he duck is  e a sy  to  b i t e .
6 . T he w o lf i s  ea g er  to  b i t e .
7 . T he w olf i s  hard to  b i t e .
8 .  T he duck is  glad to  b i t e .
9 .  T he duck i s  fun to b ite .
10. T he w o lf i s  bad to b ite .
11. T he duck i s  h orrib le  to b it e .
12. T he w olf i s  n ice  to  b ite .
13. T he duck is  unpleasant to  b ite .
R esu lts: In th is group of ch ildren  (a s  can be se e n  in T ab le 2 
on page 106) there are no P a s s e r s  i . e . ,  th ose  w h ose resp o n ses  a re  
a ll c o r r e c t . S even  c le a r ly  fa ll into the ca tegory  o f P r im itiv e  Rule  
U se r s  i . e . , those who u se  the fixed  stra teg y  o f treating  the sub ject  
noun phrase in the su rfa ce  stru ctu re  a s  the deep stru ctu re  sub ject  
a ls o . T h ree  c lea r ly  fa ll into the Interm ediate category: th eir  
an sw ers are  m ixed; they  m o stly  m ake e r r o r s  on the !S ' (subject)  
a d jec tiv es , and they in terpret the 'A' (am biguous) ad jectiv es  m ostly
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TA BLE 2
M eans o f C hildren 's S c o r e s  on E a sy /E a g e r  T e s t
P r im itiv e
Group
(11)
Interm ediate
Group
(5)
T otal
(16)
T otal s c o r e  (13) 9 .0 0 9 .8 0 9 .2 8
'O' e r r o r s  (5) 3 .9 0 1 .6 0 3 .1 9
'S ' e r r o r s  (4) 0 .0 9 1 .6 0 0 .5 6
Interpretations o f 'A' 
ad jectives:
'S ' Interpretations  
(3) 2 .81 0 .6 0 2 .1 3
'O' Interpretations  
(3) 0 .1 8 2 .4 0 0 .8 8
a s  'O' (object) a d jec tiv e s . Tw o o th ers m ay a lso  be included in th is  
category  b eca u se , even though they are  m aking e r r o r s  on the 'O' 
a d je c tiv e s , th e ir  in terpretation  o f 'A' ad jectiv es  i s  predom inantly  
'O'; in other w o rd s, they a re  fluctuating betw een 'O '-orien tation  and 
'S '-o r ie n ta tio n . T he rem aining four m ake only 'O' e r r o r s ,  though 
they g et one or  two 'O' ad jectiv es  right a lso ; h ow ever, th e ir  
in terpretations of 'A' ad jectiv es  are  alw ays 'S ' in terp reta tio n s. 
T h e re fo re , they lo g ica lly  belong to the P r im itiv e  group b eca u se  of  
th e ir  m ore o r  le s s  fixed  s tr a teg y . Thus w e have 11 ch ild ren  in the 
P r im itiv e  group, and 5 in the Interm ediate group.
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Though the m ean s c o r e s  o f the tw o groups o f ch ildren  a re  a lm ost  
eq u al, there is  a grea t d ifferen ce in the kinds o f e r r o r s  they m ake 
and th eir  in terpretations of 'A' (am biguous) a d je c tiv e s . W hereas  
the P r im itiv e  group se e m s  to have a  fixed  s tr a te g y , the Interm ediate  
group is  fluctuating in their approach to th e se  s e n te n c e s . Though 
the Interm ediate group make an equal num ber o f m ean e r r o r s  on 
both the 'S ' (subject) and 'O' (object) a d je c tiv e s , th e ir  in terpreta­
tion s o f 'A' ad jectives are predom inantly 'O '.
Product m om em nt correla tion s w ere  ca lcu la ted  fo r  all the  
v a r ia b les  in the ch ild ren 's data on an IB M /360 Com puter using the 
S ta tis tic a l A n a lysis  S y s te m . T he num ber o f su b jects  being v ery  
s m a ll ,  co rre la tio n s w ere not run for  the two groups o f P r im itiv e s  
and Interm ediates sep a ra te ly . Below  are so m e  relevant co rrela tio n s:
r ,0 '  e r r o r , 'S ' interpretation = (p l e s s  than .0 0 7 )  
r , S ' e r r o r , 'O' interpretation = *59 (P l e s s  than .0 2 )  
r  'O' e r r o r , 'S ' erro r  = ' ° ’82 Cf  l e s s  than •0002>
We can s e e  from  th ese  co rre la tio n s that th o se  who m ake 
e r r o r s  on 'O' ad jectives ( e . g . ,  e a sy  e t c .) ,  treating  them  a s  if  they  
w ere  'S ' a d jec tiv es , have a strong tendency to in terpret the 'A' 
a d jectiv es  a lso  as 'S ' a d jec tiv es . In other w o rd s, they are  'S ' -  
o rien ted . 'S '-o r ien ta tio n  is  a sign  of lack  of understanding o f the 
stru ctu re  b ecau se the 'S '-o r ien ted  sub ject s im p ly  s e le c t s  the named
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a n im al, who is  in the su rfa ce  su b ject p o sitio n , a s  the doer of the 
action: he has not y et becom e aw are of the p o ss ib ility  that the su r fa ce  
sub ject need not alw ays be the deep stru ctu re  su b ject a lso .
S im ila r ly , those who make e r r o r s  on 'S ' ad jectiv es  ( e . g . , 
happy e t c . ) ,  treating them a s  if  they w ere  'O' a d jec tiv e s , have a 
strong tendency to in terpret the ’A' a d jectiv es  a s  ’O' a d jec tiv es . 
T h ese  su b jects  do not have a  fixed  s tr a teg y , but u se  a f lex ib le  
approach. H ow ever, having b ecom e aw are o f the p o ss ib ility  that 
the su r fa ce  sub ject need not a lso  be the deep stru ctu re  su b ject, 
they have a tendency to overshoot the m ark and m isin terp ret so m e  
'S 1 ad jectiv es  a lso  w hich, be it noted, they w e re  getting right 
at an e a r lie r  s ta g e .
T he high negative correla tion  betw een 'O' e r r o r s  and ’S ' 
e r r o r s  further supports the c la ss ifica tio n  o f th ese  su b jects  into 
the ca teg o r ie s  of the 'O '-orien ted  and the 'S '-o r ie n te d .
Two ch ildren  on whom developm ental data a re  availab le  show  a  
dram atic change in th eir  stra teg y  from  ’S ' to 'O ', w hich is  in p erfect  
accord  with the findings in native language (E nglish ) acq u isition .
T h is  is  c le a r ly  shown in T able 3 on page 109. T he child  Y 's  
s c o r e  has in creased  from  8 to 10, but that o f J  has dropped 
from  11 to 10. T h is  reg ressio n  a cco rd s w e ll w ith the findings  
o f Cambon and S in c la ir  (1974) d iscu ssed  on pp. 6 7 -6 8 . T he  
im portant thing to notice is  that now th ese  ch ildren  a re  making
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TABLE 3
Tw o C hildren 's D evelopm ent from  the P r im itiv e  
to the Interm ediate C ategory
Child V Child J
M arch 20 May 3 M arch 20 May 3
T otal s c o r e  (13) 8 10 11 10
'O' e r r o r s  (5) 5 0 2 1
'S ' e r r o r s  (4) 0 3 0 2
Interpretations of 'A* 
ad jectiv es t
'O' in terpretation s (3) 1 3 1 2
'S ' in terpretations (3) 2 0 2 1
'S ’ e r r o r s  and interpreting the ’A* ad jectives a s  'O' rather than 'S ' .  
Making 'O' in terpretations i s  a s ign  of p ro g r ess  in sy n ta ctic  know­
led g e , a s  it would appear from  the finding of re sea r c h  in the a c q u is i-  
s itio n  of English  a s  a f ir s t  language.
T h is  is  highly su g g estiv e  ev id en ce that ch ildren  learn ing E nglish  
as  a  second  language m ay be using the sa m e p r o c e s se s  o f learn ing it  
a s  the children  acquiring it a s  a native language.
T able 4 (p . 110) which g iv es  the m eans o f ch ild ren 's  in terpre­
ta tion s o f 'A' a d jec tiv es , show s the expected  pattern fo r  two
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TA BLE 4
M eans of C hildren's Interpretations  
o f Am biguous A d jectives
P rim itiv e
(5)
Interm ediate
(11)
T otal
(16)
'S ' ’O' 'S ' 'O' 'S ' 'O’
Bad 10 1 0 5 10 6
H orrib le 11 0 0 5 11 5
N ice 10 1 3 2 13 3
a d je c tiv e s , h orrib le  and bad but not fo r  n ic e . Why should the 
Interm ediate group in terpret n ice as an 'S ' ad jective  m ore often  
than an 'O' adjective? Perhaps the explanation l i e s  in the 
p ro b a b ilistic1 nature of language lea rn in g . P o s s ib ly , in the 
environm ent of th ese  ch ildren  n ice had been used  m ore often a s  an 
'S* adjective than as an 'O' a d jective .
T ab le 5(p. 111) show s the num ber o f  e r r o r s  the ch ildren  made 
on each  a d jectiv e . T he number of m ista k es m ade on fun and tasty
1 T he phenomenon of p rob ab ilistic  learn ing is  w ell-know n in 
p sychology . In a task  that involved the learn ing of an a r tific ia l  
g ram m ar, R eber (1967) has dem onstrated that h is  su b jects  
responded to the s ta tis t ic a l nature of the stim u lu s array  that he 
p resen ted  to them .
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TABLE 5
C hildren’s  Total E rro rs  on each  A djective  
in the E a sy /E a g er  T e s t
P rim itiv e  Interm ediate T otal
(5) (11) (16)
*Q* A d jectives
T  a sty  9 3 12
E asy  8 1 9
Hard 8 2 10
Fun 10 2 12
U npleasant 8 0 8
T otal 43 8 51
'S ' A d jectives
Happy 0  2 2
Quick 0 3 3
E ager 1 2 3
Glad 0 1 1
Total 1 8 9
i s  som ew hat la r g er  than on the other a d je c tiv e s . A s d iscu ssed  
e a r lie r  ( p .63 ff.), th is could be due to an u n fam iliarity  w ith the 
sem a n tic  p rop erties  o f th ese  two w ords rath er than to a lack  o f
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knowledge o f the sy n ta ctic  stru ctu re  in volved . T h is  im p ressio n  is  
confirm ed when w e find that the In term ed ia tes, d esp ite  th e ir  ’O '-  
orien tation , m isin terp ret th e se  two 'O' a d jectiv es  m ore often than 
the o th e rs .
No sign ifican t correla tion  w as found betw een the age of the 
child  and h is  total s c o r e  on th is t e s t ,  'O1 e r r o r s ,  'S ' e r r o r s ,  'O' 
in terpretations o r  ’S ' in terpretations o f the am biguous a d jec tiv es .
T he negative correla tion  betw een the period  o f exp osu re to E nglish  
and ’O' e r r o r s  ju st  m is s e s  s ign ifican ce: r = - 0 .4 8  (p le s s  than .0 5 8 ).
Perhaps the reason  fo r  th is lack  o f s ig n ifica n t co rre la tio n s  is  the  
sm a lln e ss  o f the sa m p le .
T he above r e su lts  show  one thing v e r y  c le a r ly . A ll th ese  
ch ild ren , ir r e sp e c tiv e  of th e ir  native la n g u a g es, se e m  to approach  
the task of in terpreting th is E a sy /E a g e r  type of sen ten ce  in the 
sa m e  way a s  the native ch ild ren . T he fiv e  ch ildren  in the Interm e­
d iate group rep resen t four languages: S p a n ish , J a p a n ese , M alaysian  
and Urdu. And there are  sev en  d ifferent languages rep resen ted  in 
the P r im itiv e  group: S p an ish , M alaysian , Urdu, T h a i, F ren ch ,
A rabic and Philipp ino.
Pronom inalization
The child  w as sea ted  on a tab le and w as p resen ted  two toys  
rep resen tin g  M ickey (the m ou se), and Pluto (the pup). He w as told
i
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th e ir  nam es and w as encouraged to  play with th em . Then so m e  
s e n te n c e s , such  as the fo llow in g , w ere  presen ted  and q u estion s  
asked of him:
M ickey sa y s  he is  hungry.
Who is  hungry?
It w as explained to the child  that a ll the follow ing con versation  w ill  
be about M ickey and P lu to . A fter it  w as m ade su r e  that they under­
stood  the ta sk , the follow ing 15 se n te n c e s1 w ere  p resen ted  in a 
random order:
1 . Pluto thinks he knows everyth in g .
2 .  He found out that M ickey won the r a c e .
3 . A fter he got the candy, M ickey le f t .
4 .  B efore he went out Pluto had a g la ss  o f m ilk .
5 . He didn’t know why Pluto w as s o  sad.
6 .  M ickey c lo se d  h is  e y e s  when he sa t  d ow n .
7 .  He w as glad that M ickey got the c a n d y .
8 .  If he w ins the race Pluto w ill be h appy.
9 .  He w as fiv e  y e a r s  old when Pluto broke h is  l e g .
10. M ickey sa id  he w as hungry for  a big d in n er .
11 . When he w as se v en , M ickey learned  to  throw a ball.
1 T h ese  sen ten ces  are  from  Chom sky (1969); the procedure  
adopted is  a lso  e s se n tia lly  lik e  h e r s .
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12. He thinks Pluto knows how to sw im .
13. M ickey knew he w as going to be la te .
14. When he changed sc h o o ls , Pluto w as 8 y e a r s  o ld .
15. P luto thinks h e's going to win the r a c e .
A fter the presentation  of each  sen ten ce  a  question  (o f the form  
Who knows everything? Who found out? e t c . , )  w as asked  to
a scer ta in  w hom , the child  thought, 'he' re ferred  to . T he child  
so m etim es  m ere ly  pointed to a toy , and so m e tim e s  uttered  the  
nam e o f the anim al a s  an a n sw er. H ow ever, h is  re sp o n ses  w ere  
record ed  only a fter  it w as made certa in  that it w as a va lid  resp o n se  
and not m ere ly  a random pointing at one o r  the o th er to y .
In h er study Chom sky (1969) ignored the resp o n ses  o f her  
su b jects  excep t in the c a se  of the 5 cru cia l se n te n ce s  (num bers 2 ,
5 , 7 ,  9 , and 12) in which non-identity betw een the pronoun and the 
co -o ccu rr in g  noun phrase w as required by the stru c tu re  of the 
se n te n c e . In the o th er ten sen ten ces  both and identity  and non­
identity in terpretation  would be c o r rec t from  a purely  stru ctu ral 
point o f v iew . But the native sp e a k e r s , as judged by the re sp o n ses  
of a few  in form an ts, put a  predom inantly identity in terpretation  on 
the other ten s e n te n c e s , in the ab sence of any sp e c ia l contextual 
c lu e s . T h er e fo r e , it is  in terestin g  to note that foreign  ch ildren  and 
adults have a stron g  tendency to in terpret a pronoun, when it 
p reced es the noun phrase in the sen ten ce , as  a n o n -id en tity  pronoun.
I
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TA BLE 6
Mean S c o r e s  o f Children on Pronom inalization
P rim itiv e  Interm ediate T otal
(11) (5) (16)
C o rrect (5) 3 .5 5  3 .6 0  3 .5 6
Optional non-identity
in terpretation s (10) 3 .0 9  3 .6 0  3 .2 6
Pronoun preced ing (5) 2 .0 9  2 .2 0  2 .1 3
Pronoun follow ing (5) 1 .0 0  1 .4 0  1 .1 3
A ll the non-identity  pronouns occu r in th is  type of construction  
o n ly .1
R e su lts : Mean s c o r e s  o f children on pronom inalization
are  shown in T ab le 6 .  Both the P r im itiv e  Rule U se rs  and the  
Interm ediates (designated  as such  on the b a s is  o f th e ir  perform ance  
and s tr a te g ie s  in the E a sy /E a g e r  te st)  s e e m  to  perform  a lik e  on th is  
te s t ,  using the sa m e s tr a teg y . T he mean s c o r e  of the m andatory  
non-identity  in terpretation s (out o f 5) i s  a lm o st equal to  the optional non­
identity in terpretations made (out of 10); and the num ber of non­
identity in terpretation s o f the 'preceding* pronouns is  double that of  
the 'fo llo w in g '.
1T he rough ru le , in E n glish , is  that a pronoun which p reced es  
the NP in a sen ten ce  is  restr ic ted  to  non-identity  when in a m ain  
c la u se  but not when in a subordinate c la u se .
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T h ere  i s  a high correla tion  betw een the c o r r e c t  s c o r e  and 
the s c o r e  on optional non-identity  interpretations: r  = 0 .6 4  (p le s s  
than .0 0 7 ). T he co rre la tio n  betw een optional non-identity  
in terpretation s and 'preceding' pronouns is  even  higher: 
r = 0 .91  (p l e s s  than .0 0 0 1 ).
H ow ever, there is  no correla tion  betw een the ch ild ren 's  s c o r e  
on pronom inalization and the E a sy /E a g er  t e s t .  M o reover , th ere  
is  apparently no d ifferen ce between the perform ance o f the P r im itiv e  
Rule U se r s  and Interm ediates on th is t e s t .  It would se e m  that the  
tw o te s t s  m easu re  d ifferent a sp ects  of lin g u istic  co m p eten ce .
P erhaps pronom inalization  m ea su res  a  m ore general lin g u istic  
ab ility  as Chom sky (1969) sp e c u la te s . T h is  w as partly  confirm ed  by 
K elleh er's  (1973) findings b ecau se sh e  found it  d ifficu lt to  teach  
pronom inalization to th ose  children who had been unable to perform  
w ell on th is t e s t .  T h ere fo re , b ecause a m ore general kind of 
lin g u istic  ab ility  s e e m s  to be involved , there is  g rea ter  uniform ity  
in s tr a te g ie s  and perform ance of the ch ildren  on th is  t e s t  than on 
the E a sy /E a g e r  t e s t .  T he E a sy /E a g er  te s t ,  according to th is reason­
ing, m easured  som eth ing m ore p articu lar and, th ere fo re , resu lted  
in a g rea ter  d iv ers ity  in s tr a te g ie s  and p erform an ce.
A sk /T e ll
In th is te s t  tw elve s e t s  o f draw ings, each  s e t  containing two 
d raw in gs, w ere u se d . Each s e t  w as presented  to  the child  along  
with a  sen ten ce  containing the verb ask  or  t e l l , and the child  w as  
asked to  pick o r  point to the drawing that seem ed  to f it  the  
se n te n c e . T he follow ing s e n te n c e s ,1 presented  in a random o rd er ,  
w ere  used:
1 . T he boy a sk s  the g ir l which sh o e s  to w ear.
2 . T he g ir l a sk s the boy what to p a in t.
3 .  T he boy a sk s  the g ir l which bird to  feed .
4 .  T he boy a sk s  the g ir l which pencil to sharpen.
5 . T he boy ask s the g ir l what toothpaste to u se .
6 .  T he boy a sk s  the g ir l which book to read.
7 . T he g ir l t e l ls  the boy which ch a ir  to s i t  on.
8 . T he g ir l t e l ls  the boy which p icture to m ove.
9 . T he boy te lls  the g ir l which toy to play w ith .
10. T he boy te l ls  the g ir l which flo w ers  to  p ic k .
11. T he boy te l ls  the g ir l which fru it to e a t .
12. T he g ir l t e l ls  the boy which ju ice  to drink •
1 Adapted from  K esse l (1970)
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R esu lts : T he re su lts  o f the A sk /T e ll t e s t  are  a s  below  (T able 7):
TA BLE 7
C hildren 's Mean S c o r e s  on A sk /T e ll T e s t
P r im itiv e  Interm ediate T otal 
(11) (5) (16)
A sk 2 .81  3 .6 0  3 .0 6
T e ll 4 .1 8  3 .6 0  4 .0 0
T h e p erform ance o f the Interm ediates i s  b etter  on A sk than that 
o f the P r im itiv e s  who do much b etter  on T e ll  than on A sk . T he  
reason  is  s im p le . The P r im itiv e s  are  again using a  fixed  strategy: 
they  se e m  to  be applying the M D P (M inim um  D istan ce P r in c ip le )  
in d iscrim in ately ; they have not y e t learn ed  that so m e lex ica l ite m s  
( i . e . , A sk , P r o m ise ) require a v io lation  o f th is  gen era l p r in c ip le . 
In the E a sy /E a g er  te s t  a lso  they had used  a fixed  stra teg y  which  
co n sisted  in treating the su rface  stru ctu re  sub ject as  the deep  
stru ctu re  su b ject also: they had not y e t learned  that so m e  le x ica l 
item s (ea sy  e t c . , )  require a vio lation  of th is general s tr a te g y . T he  
In term ed iates, on the other hand, having becom e aw are o f excep tion s  
to  a gen era l ru le in one segm en t of lan gu age,a lso  show  an aw aren ess  
o f excep tion s in other se g m e n ts . T h er e fo r e , though sem a n tic  
knowledge o f p articu lar lex ica l item s s e e m s  to be involved in th ese  
two s tr u c tu r e s , a m ore general com petence is  a lso  in vo lved , i . e . ,
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the aw aren ess that ru les  m ay have ex c e p tio n s . It would appear a s  
i f  once the lea rn er  b ecom es aw are o f ex cep tio n s in one segm en t of  
language he begins to anticipate them  in o th er seg m en ts  o f language 
a ls o . That would su g g e st a p r o c e ss  o f d ifferentiation  in the le a r n e r 's  
lin g u istic  sy stem  that is  p erv a siv e  and not m e re ly  confined to  any 
one part. H ow ever, K e lleh er 's  (1973) s u c c e s s  in being able to  
teach  th ese  two s tru ctu res  (E a sy /E a g e r , and A s k /T e l l )  s e e m s  to 
su g g est that th ese  two stru c tu res  involve p articu lar  knowledge 
rather than g en era l. H ow ever, w e can re so lv e  th is apparent 
contradiction  by recogn izing  that a  gen era l a w a ren ess  o f the  
p o ss ib ility  o f excep tion s to ru les  a c c e le r a te s  the p r o c e ss  o f learning  
th ose  excep tion s in a ll seg m en ts  o f  lan gu age. In other w o rd s, the 
learn ing of the p articu lar is  governed  by the developm ent o f m ore  
general a b ilit ie s .
T h is  is  a c r o s s -s e c t io n a l study and the sam p le  included children  
who had been at sch ool in Baton Rouge fo r  varying p eriod s of tim e and 
w hose a g es  when startin g  sch oo l h ere  w ere  a lso  d ifferen t. In th ese  
c ircu m sta n ces , th ere w as no extern al m ea su re  such  a s  age o r  period  
of exp osure to E n g lish , aga in st which th e ir  developing com petence  
in E nglish  could be seq u en tia lly  o rd ered , a s  had been done by de 
V illie r s  and de V illie r s  (1973) in the c a se  o f native le a rn er s  of  
E n g lish . N ev er th e le ss  product m om ent co rre la tio n s  w ere  calcu lated
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fo r  all the v a r ia b les  in vo lved . G iven below  are  so m e  of the relevant  
correla tion s:
C orrela tion s Between, 
And
S c o r e  on *  
E a sy /E a g er
Pronom inalization
A sk /T e ll
T otal s c o r e  on all 
th ree  constructions
-* A ge
r=
E xp osu re to  
E nglish  
r=
ABEXF
r=
0 . 2 9 * 0 . 5 4 0 . 5 3
( P < . 2 8 ) £  <  . 0 3 ) £ < . 0 3 )
0 . 6 9 0 . 3 4 * 0 . 6 0
£  < .  0 0 4 ) Ce<-19) £ P < .0 1 )
0 . 4 2 * 0 . 5 9 0 . 5 8
£ < . 1 0 ) ( P < . 0 2 ) £ < . 0 5 )
1
0 .6 3
(p < .0 0 8 )
0 .6 7
£ < . 0 0 5 )
0 . 7 6
£ p < . 0 0 0 9 )
•1
ABEXP is  a m easu re  obtained by m ultip lying the period (in  
m onths) o f a  ch ild 's  exp osu re to  E n glish  (abbreviated  as E X P ) ,  
w ith h is  age (a lso  in m onths) at the beginning of that exp osure  
(abbreviated as AB ) .  It has been  noted by m any o b se r v e r s , including  
the p resen t w r ite r , that ch ildren  at the age o f  f iv e  o r  s ix  acquire  
a foreign  language much m ore qu ick ly  than younger ch ild ren .
P erhaps th is would be tru e  up to  the beginning o f the age o f Form al 
O perations (c f .  P iaget 1952), o r  perhaps a l it t le  e a r lie r  than that.
In ord er  to te s t  th is con jectu re through quantification w as th is  
m ea su re  d ev ised . T he assum ption  is  that w ith in crea sin g  age 
(at le a s t  upto a certa in  point w hich n eed s to be esta b lish ed  em p ir ica lly )  
the learning p ro cess  would be a cce lera ted ; in o ther w o rd s , age  
m ight have a m u ltip licative e ffe c t  on lea rn in g . If s o ,  th is  m easu re  
would be a m ore accu rate p red ictor  o f ch ild ren 's  p erform ance than 
e ith e r  age o r  exp osure to E n glish  a lo n e .
* Not s ign ifican t
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T he s c o r e  on pronom inalization  c o r r e la te s  b e st  with a g e , and has
a v ery  low co rre la tio n  w ith the period  o f  exp osure to E n glish . T h is
would se em  to  ind icate that pronom inalization  m ea su res  an a b ility 1
that i s  general and is  r e la tiv e ly  m o re  dependent on m aturation than
on lea rn in g . ̂  T he s c o r e s  on A sk^T ell and E a sy /E a g er  have v ery
low co rre la tio n s w ith age and much h igher with exp osure to  E n g lish .
T h is  would ind icate that th e se  sy n ta ctic  stru c tu res  involve the
particu lar and, th e r e fo r e , depend m ore on actual learning w hich ,
0
in fa c t, has been dem onstrated  by K elleh er (1973). T he sp ec ia l 
m easu re ABEXP , w hich com b in es the e ffe c ts  o f both age and 
exposure to E n g lish , has a high co rre la tio n  w ith a ll the four p erfor­
m ance v a r ia b les  and i s ,  th us, a m ore  accu rate  p red ictor  o f ch ild ren 's  
perform ance in a ll th ese  co n stru c tio n s . T h is  s e e m s  to be a  p rom isin g  
way o f studying the lin g u ist ic  developm ent o f ch ildren  in c r o s s -s e c t io n a l  
stu d ies  when th ere a re  no uniform  extern a l m ea su res  a va ilab le .
Negation
In the te s t  for  negation the ta sk  to  be perform ed by the ch ildren  w as  
m odelled  for th e m . An a ffirm ative  sen ten ce  w as uttered and its  
negative w as supplied  im m ed ia te ly . M ore exam p les w ere  given  
t il l  the child understood the ta sk . T h e n egative sen ten ces  w ere  
uttered with so m e  em p h a sis  s o  a s  to  g iv e  them  the co lo r  of
1 2 3
S e e  p. 133 S e e  p .80  S e e  p .80
d isa g reem en t. C hildren lik e  to  play at being con trary , and they  
quickly caught on to the s p ir it  o f the gam e and made n egatives  
o f the sen ten ces  p resen ted  with em p h a sis . T he follow ing se n te n c e s ,  
presented  in a random o rd er , w ere  used:
1 . T he doll w ill b reak .
2 . T he baby is  crying.
3 . T he boy wants a c o o k ie .
4 . He w ent o u ts id e .
5 . T he dog can b a rk .
6 . S h e w ants so m e to y s .
7 . Som ebody is  com ing in .
8 . T he g ir l asked som eon e .
9 . I am afraid of nothing .
10. I can g ive  him  none .
11 . I have m ore toys.
12. He has everyth ing.
A tabulation o f the data show ed that for  th ese  ch ild ren , on the 
w h ole , the negative e lem en t is  no lon ger external to the sen ten ce  
but has b ecom e internal and p reced es  the pred icate o r  the verb  
p h ra se . M ost o f th ese  ch ildren  can in se r t  the negative e lem en t  
co r re c tly  a fter  the m odals and the copula, a s  can be see n  from  the 
exam p les below:
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T he doll w ill n ot/w on 't b reak . (11)1
T he baby i s  not cry in g . (13)
T he dog can 't bark . (12)
T hey a lso  u se  do fo r  pu rp oses o f negation , but seem  to be 
unable to make the other n e c e s sa r y  changes required by its  u se .
F or in sta n ce , in the c a se  o f the past te n s e , they retain  the past 
m arker on the m ain verb  and a lso  add it to do:
He didn't w ent o u ts id e . (10)
H ow ever, it is  p o ss ib le  that the sup p letive form  of the past ten se  
is  an unanalysed form  fo r  them  b ec a u se , in the c a se  o f another 
sen ten ce  involving past te n se , 7 o f them  produced the follow ing  
sentence:
T he g ir l didn't a sk /a k s  som eon e. (None sa id  didn't asked)
In using do in the p resen t ten se  they g en era lly  fa il to m ark do 
for  the third person  s in g u la r  su b ject. F or in sta n ce , 10 of them  
produced the follow ing sen tence:
The boy don't want a cook ie.
But they don't have any problem  with do_ in the c a se  o f f ir s t  and 
second  persons:
1 T he fig u res  in p aren th eses ind icate the num ber of children  
making a p articu lar resp o n se  •
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I don’t have m ore to y s . (5)
I don’t h a v e /g o t no (m o re) toys.1 (8)
T h is I cist exam ple b rin gs out another a sp ect o f th ese  ch ild ren ’s  
perform ance: they have not y et m a stered  the com plex relationsh ip  
between the indefin ite and the negative and, th erefo re , produce  
sen ten ces  o f the follow ing types frequently:
I can't g iv e  him  none. (12)
I can 't g iv e  him  so m e . (3)
O
I am not afraid  of nothing? (10)
The g ir l didn't ask  so m eo n e . (7)
One of the 5 S p an ish  ch ildren  in the sam p le  didn't u se  double 
negatives at a l l , and the o th ers w ere  not using them with any
g rea ter  frequency than the r e s t  o f ch ild ren . If th ere  had been any
in terferen ce from  th e ir  native language (Spanish),then  the num ber  
of double n egatives in th eir  sp eech  should have been much h igh er .
Additional exam ples:
S h e don't want so m e  to y s . (6)
S h e don't want no to y s . (3)
1 In th ese  ex a m p les  the s la s h  ( / )  sep a ra te s  two a ltern ative fo rm s  
and the p aren th eses en c lo se  optional e le m e n ts .
2
Only one ch ild  substitu ted  anything fo r  nothing in th is  
s e n te n c e .
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Som ebody is  not com ing in . (4)
Nobody is  com ing in . (2)
W h-questions
T he child  w as requested  to ask  so m e  sp e c ified  q u estio n s, 
involving the u se  o f Wh w o rd s , from  a doll that had been placed  
on the ta b le , along with other to y s  and m a te r ia ls , at the begin­
ning o f the in terv iew . T he follow ing se n te n c e s , presented  in a  
random o rd e r , w ere  used:
1. A sk the doll what sh e  w ants.
2 . A sk the doll w h ere sh e  put it-
3 . A sk the doll when sh e 'll  do it -
4 . Ask the doll how sh e  got it  -
5 . A sk the doll why sh e  w e n t .
6 . A sk the doll what sh e  can do.
7 . A sk the doll what the boy is  doing.
8 . A sk the doll why sh e  doesn 't help .
What the ch ild  w as required to  do w as m odelled  fo r  h im . T o  
m ake the task  m ore in terestin g  fo r  h im , he w as encouraged to ask  
q u estion s in a playful m ood, in a tone o f exasp eration  or a n g er , 
a s  if  the doll w ere  not behaving a s  exp ected . Care w as taken to s e e  
that the perform ance did not becom e m ech an ica l. T h ere fo re , there  
w ere  frequent in terru p tion s, and con versa tion s during th is part o f
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the te s t .
A s m entioned e a r lie r  (p . 86) Brown (1968 a) found that ch ildren  
at s ta g e  th ree  produce a  kind o f W h-question in w hich , though the 
Wh w ord has been p rep osed , in version  o f the su b ject noun p h rase  
and the au x iliary  has not taken p la ce . In the p resen t data w e find  
that th e se  foreign  ch ildren  a lso  produce a  large num ber o f  
W h-q u estion s of the "hypothetical interm ediate" type re ferred  
to  above:
How you got it?  (8)
What the boy is  doing? (11)
H ow ever, in m any in sta n ces the ch ildren  a re  able to  m ake the  
n e c e s sa r y  in version  also:
What do you want ? (8)
Why do/d id  you w e n t? 1 (7)
W here did you put it?  (7)
In the c a se  o f the la s t  se n te n c e , it i s  d ifficu lt to in terp ret the  
sig n ifica n ce  of its  'su rfa ce  c o r r e c tn e s s1 a s  put does not c a rr y  any 
m ark er in the past te n se . H ow ever, on the b a s is  o f the ch ild ren 's  
p erform ance on the r e s t  o f the s e n te n c e s , it is  sa fe  to a ssu m e that
the 'su rface' c o r r e c tn e ss  d oesn 't au tom atically  im ply m a stery  of the
gram m ar in volved .
1 A s in the c a se  o f the n egative , the past ten se  m ark er on the 
m ain verb  has been retained and added to do a lso .
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T h u s, accord ing to th e ir  perform ance in the N eg a tiv es  and 
W h-q u estio n s , th ese  ch ildren  could be con sid ered  to  be at sta g e  
th ree  a s  defined by Brown in term s of M ean U tteran ce L ength .
K lim a and B ellu g i (1966) a lso  u se  th ese  s ta g e s  in d escr ib in g  
native ch ild ren 's  developm ental acqu isition  of the n eg a tiv e . In 
oth er w o r d s , the p erform an ce o f th ese  ch ildren  on one t e s t  i s  a 
fa ir ly  accu rate  p red ictor  o f th eir  perform ance on the o th er , 
a lm o st ex a ctly  a s  in the c a se  o f ch ildren  learn ing E n glish  a s  a 
native language.
That s ta g e s  o f grow th o f ch ildren  learn ing E nglish  a s  a f ir s t  
and secon d  language a re  s o  s im ila r  would s e e m  to su g g e st  a  certa in  
m ea su re  o f s im ila r ity  in the p r o c e sse s  by which they are  acquiring  
the lan gu age. A dm itted ly , the ev id en ce is  som ew hat scanty;  
h ow ever , it i s  fa ir ly  c lea rcu t and would support the h yp oth esis  of 
" essen tia l"  s im ila r ity  in the p r o c e s se s  o f learn ing E n glish  as a 
f ir s t  and secon d  lan gu age.
In flections
T he ch ild ren  in the study w ere  presented  a  few  w o r d s , rea l and 
im a g in a ry , fo r  p luralization  along with su itab le lin e -d ra w in g s . In 
the c a s e  o f n on sen se w o rd s , the lin e-d raw in gs w ere  o f s tra n g e  
anim al sh a p es and ob jects s im ila r  to those used  by Berko (1958). 
T h e follow ing fram e w as used  for presenting the w ords and p ictures:
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H ere is  a (noun). H ere are  two . . . .
T he ch ild  w as exp ected  to  com plete the sen ten ce  w ith the plural o f  
the w ord . T he follow ing real and n on sen se w ords w ere  used: dog, 
d r e s s ,  m an, soap ,1 fo o t, sh eep , w om an, le a f ,  ch ild , m o u se , 
g la ss ;  n on sen se w o rd s: w ug, gutch, kazh , to r , lun , n iz , k ra , t a s s ,  
h eaf. (The n on sen se w ords are  from  Berko 1958). In addition, 
th ere  w ere  a few  other sen ten ce  fra m es  to  t e s t  fo r  p o s s e s s iv e s ,  
co m p a ra tiv es , su p e r la t iv e s , and past te n se . S o m e exam p les a re  
given  below:
F o r  p o s s e s s iv e s
T h is  b icy c le  belongs to Joh n . W hose b ic y c le  is  it? It is  . . .
T h is  is  a n iz who has a hat. It i s  th e  . . . hat. Now th ere  
are two n iz z e s . T hey both have h a ts . W hose hats a re  they?  
T h ey are  . . . h a ts .
F or com p aratives and su p er la tiv es
T h is  cook ie is  not good. T h is  cookie i s  good . T h is  cook ie  
is  even  . . . .  And th is cook ie i s  the v e r y  . . . .
T h is  child  has lo ts  o f b lo c k s . T h is  ch ild  has even  . . . .
And th is  child  has the . . . .
F o r  past ten se
T he th ie f  i s  stea lin g  the j e w e ls . T h e se  a re  the je w e ls  that 
he . . . .
1
F or soap  the fra m e used was: T h is  is  soap; th e se  are  . . . .
T he r e su lts  show  that quite often th ese  ch ildren  om it th e  plural 
in flectio n . When they do u se  it  th e ir  perform an ce is  b est w ith  
w ords that requ ire / - z /  a s  the plural m ark er (fo r  in sta n ce , the  
plural o f dog w as dogs for  13 of the 15 ch ild ren ). T h e ir  p erfor­
m ance is  p oorest with w ords that requ ire the / - I z /  a s  the plural 
m arker (for  in sta n ce , the plural o f d r e ss  w as d r e s s e s  fo r  only  
4 ,  and fo r  the o th er 11 it w as s im p ly  d r e s s ) . In the c a se  o f non­
se n se  w o rd s, 7 children out o f 11 p lu ralized  w ug, to r , and lun 
c o r r e c tly  to w u g s, to r s , and luns , but only one p lu ralized  gutch  
and niz to gutches and n iz z e s , and only two p lu ralized  kazh to 
k a z h e s . That they are able to  p lu ra lize  n on sen se w ords c o r r e c tly  
at all show s that they operate with ru les  o r  u se  analogy; h ow ever, 
the fact that th eir  perform ance on d ifferen t ty p es o f in flection s is  
not uniform  would see m  to indicate that th e ir  learn ing is  probabi­
l i s t ic ^ ,  e .  , a so r t  of s ta tis t ica l reflection  of th e ir  exp er ien ce  with  
different types o f in flec tio n s. T h is  i s  fu rth er  confirm ed by the 
observation  that th e ir  perform ance with re sp e c t  to  a p articu lar  
in flection  is  b etter  on fa m ilia r  w ords than on n on sen se w o rd s. Both 
th ese  ob servation s support Brown’s  findings a s  m entioned e a r lie r  
on pages 90-91 . It is  rem arkable that th ese  foreign  ch ild ren , w ith  
different lin g u istic  and cultural backgrounds, should  be behaving s o  
lik e  the ch ildren  learning English  as a native language.
Now, in the c a se  of a few  fa m ilia r  w ords lik e  g la s s  and d r e ss  ,
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only 4 out o f 11 p lu ralized  them  to d r e s se s  and g la s s e s  . D oes th is  
m ean that th ese  fo rm s are ju st stored  a s  unanalyzed routines  
b ecau se the num ber of in stan ces encountered by the ch ild ren  has  
not enabled them  to  ex tra ct a rule? If s o ,  th is  would su g g e st  the 
im portance o f frequency of item s in the lin g u istic  environm ent of  
ch ild ren . If they w ere  put in an environm ent in w hich they heard  
th ese  w ords m ore o ften , it is  v ery  probable that they would learn  
th is  ru le . Of co u rse  they have a lso  to be in a  s ta te  o f 'r e a d in e ss1 
to  learn  the ru le , as  determ ined by th eir  cu rren t cogn itive  develop­
m ent and lin g u istic  com p eten ce . 1 In recen t ch ild  language resea rch
1 C rom er (1968: 218-219) su m m a rizes  th is  argum ent about 
'rea d in ess ' v e ry  cogen tly . Though he is  talking about f ir s t  language  
acq u isition , h is rem ark s are equally applicable to  ch ildren  learn ing  
secon d  languages: " . . .  p rior to  the developm ent of p articu lar  
cogn itive a b ilit ie s ,  the child  has been exposed  to  fo r m s , s tr u c tu r e s ,  
and w ords— so m e  of them  with a v ery  high freq u en cy— w hich he 
fa ils  to  a cq u ire . F o r  ex a m p le , fo rm s of the p er fec t te n se  are  
found in m others' u tteran ces from  the e a r lie s t  p r o to c o ls , and though 
the child  has a span su ffic ien t to produce th e se  and has the e lem en ts  
to  do s o  at h is  d isp o sa l, he does not produce the p erfect te n se  until 
after  age 4 :6 . He has been barraged by a  m ultitude o f  t im e  w o rd s, 
but he does riot u se  en tire  c la s s e s  o f th e se  so m e tim e s  fo r  y e a r s .
"On the o th er hand, once certa in  cogn itive a b ilit ie s  have 
developed , w e begin to find that the child u se s  fo rm s he had 
p rev iou sly  been using only in particu lar lim ited  w ays to  r e fer  
to  and e x p r e ss  new id eas . . . .  F u rth erm ore, on ce certa in  
a b ilit ie s  have d evelop ed , w e a lso  find an active  sea rc h  fo r  
acqu isition  of new fo r m s . Suddenly fo rm s (and w o r d s !)  w hich the 
child  has been exp osed  to for  y e a rs  becom e a part o f h is  own 
sp e ech ."  (C ited by S lob in  1973: 186)
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the ro le  o f environm ent has been unduly b e litt le d , perhaps a s  a
reaction  to  an e a r lie r  o verem p h asis  on it by the proponents o f the
S -R  paradigm  o f learn in g . H ow ever, each  child  has to  lea rn  the
language from  the p articu lar  sa m p le  o f language he h ears in h is
en viron m ent. If th ere  are  s im ila r it ie s  in the seq u en ce  o f learn ing
it m ay be b ecau se  th ere  are s im ila r it ie s  in the environm ent of
ch ild ren  and th eir  cogn itive grow th. A s Hebb, L am bert and T u ck er
(1971: 215) point out, the " language-filled"  environm ent o f ch ildren
has certa in  verb al u n ifo rm itie s , and is  a lw ays uniform  in 
oth er w ays that a re  so m e tim es  fo rg o tten . E very  norm al ch ild , 
in no m atter what cu ltu re , w ill be exp osed  to  the sound o f the  
human v o ic e ,  and to  the co in cid en ce  o f sen sa tio n  from  h is  own 
throat at the sa m e  tim e as he h ea rs  h is  own v o ic e , in cry in g , 
coughing o r  v o ca liz in g . . . . A ll ch ild ren  a re  cared  fo r  by 
an o ld er  fe m a le , fed and c lea n ed  and . . . exp osed  to the  
fa c ia l e x p r e s s io n s , intonations and petting that e x p r e ss  a ffectio n . 
. . . T h ey  s le e p  in en c lo sed  sp a c e s  . . . .  T h ey  a re  exp osed  
to the d ifferen ces  betw een human and nonhuman; and w ithin the  
human c la s s ,  to the m a le -fe m a le  d istin ctio n . T h e se  exam p les o f  
p red ictab le fea tu res  o r  "m etaphysical con stan cies"  . . . o f the  
environm ent rem ind us that ch ildren  in d ifferen t fa m ilie s  o r  in 
differen t s o c ie t ie s  do have ex p e r ien c es  with much in com m on.
Both N elson  (1973) and Bloom  (1970) have pointed out d ifferen ces  
in the language acquisition  patterns of d ifferen t ch ild ren . N elson  
m ade a longitudinal study o f the acq u isition  o f the f ir s t  50 w ords  
by 18 ch ildren  betw een one and two y e a r s  o f a g e . S h e  found that 
"children d iffered  in the functional type o f vocabulary (re feren tia l  
o r  e x p r e ss iv e )  acquired and in the length o f th e ir  in itia l sp eech  
units a s  w ell a s  in the content— the p articu lar  units they  ch ose  to
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n a m e. T h ese  d ifferen ces  w ere  related  to  patterns o f language  
acquisition; fo r  exa m p le , re feren tia l sp e a k ers  built la r g e r  
v o cab u laries  m ore quickly than did e x p r e s s iv e  sp e a k e rs ."
(N elson  1973; page not num bered) S h e found a tota l o f 356 d ifferent  
w ords in the pooled 50 word voca b u la r ies  o f th e se  18 ch ild ren . If 
e v e r y  child  had the sa m e  w ord s the total would have been 50 , and 
i f  e v e r y  child  had a com p le te ly  id io sy n cra tic  vocabulary the total 
would have been 90 0 . Among th ese  ch ildren  sh e  found g rea ter  
agreem en t "on the f ir s t  ten w ords than on la te r  w ords . . . .  
N ev er th e le ss  d ifferen ces  betw een the two function groups w ere  
ob servab le  even  at the 10-w drd lev e l . . . ." (N elson  1973: 25)
T he com m on est w ords among the f ir s t  ten w ere: M om m y (sa id  by 
15 ch ild ren ), Daddy (1 3 ), dog (1 1 ), hi (1 0 ), and ball (8 ).
Though N e lso n 's  is  a study in the developm ent of ch ild ren 's  
sem a n tic  s y s te m s , it  h ighlights an im portant gen era l fa ct about 
ch ild ren 's  acqu isition  of language— each  child  i s  som ew hat d ifferen t. 
T h ere  a re  many d ifferent routes to  learn ing a language though, o f  
c o u r se , th is  learn ing is  guided by gen era l cogn itive  a b ilit ie s .  If 
w e co n sid er  the seq uence of growth in lin g u istic  com petence at a  
re la tiv e ly  high lev e l o f abstraction  w e sh a ll d isc o v e r  a certa in  
s im ila r ity , but at a m ore sp e c if ic  and co n crete  le v e l w e should  
exp ect to  find a ll kinds of d is s im ila r it ie s  and d ifferen ces  depending 
on p articu lar con d ition s.
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If the knowledge of language can be p laced  on a  continuum  from  
the gen eral to  the p articu lar , then syntax  can be co n sid ered  m ore  
gen era l than vocabulary, which is  m ore s p e c if ic  . A s Cazden  
(1972: 104) puts i t ,  the acqu isition  o f th e gen era l o r  u n iv ersa l 
a sp e c ts  o f language "should requ ire l e s s  exp osu re  to  sa m p le s  o f  
sp e e c h , show  le s s  va ria b ility  a c r o s s  ch ild ren , and be re flec ted  in 
a sh o r te r  learning period and few er  e r r o r s  on the part o f any one 
ch ild . C o n v erse ly , acqu isition  o f m ore la n g u a g e -sp ec ific  know ledge  
. . . , should require m ore ex p o su r e , show  g r e a te r  v a ria b ility  
a c r o s s  ch ild ren , and be reflected  in a  lo n g er  learn ing period  and 
m ore fluctuation and e r r o r s  by each  ch ild ."
A ls o , in m ost recen t re sea rch  perhaps a  l it t le  too m uch has  
been m ade o f the observation  that language learn in g  is  a m atter  o f  
learn ing ru les  and language production is  a m atter  o f co n stru ctin g , 
through the application of th ose  r u le s , novel u ttera n ces  o r  se n ten c e s  
that the sp ea k er  could not have heard b e fo r e . But m ightn't language  
acq u isition  a lso  involve learning fa ir ly  la r g e  chunks o f language  
that are  used a s  such  even  by the adult? T h ere  i s  no doubt that e v e ry  
sen ten ce  that w e speak  i s ,  in so m e  s e n s e ,  new but th is is  tru e  only  
at a h ighly th eoretica l level: a g rea t deal o f  lin g u istic  behavior is  
rou tin ized , con sistin g  o f the u se  o f w e ll-r e h e a r se d  p h ra ses  and 
s e n te n c e s . T h is  i s  not to  deny that the sp ea k er  knows r u le s , but 
only to su g g est that our sp eech  depends a s  much on u se  and p ra ctice
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a s  on in ternalized  "knowledge" o f r u le s .  T he exten t to  w hich w e
analyze and then put togeth er  what w e sp eak  depends upon our
pu rp oses and m ental c a p a c it ie s . T h e poet and the p h ilosop h er, in
th e ir  d ifferent w a y s , reach back to  the roots o f language, w h ereas
the truck d r iv er  next door w ill perhaps be functioning at a  much
m ore routine le v e l ,  using stereo ty p ed  e x p r e ss io n s  and p h rases
and getting by with a m inim al rep erto ire  o f oft used  w ords and
sen ten ce  p a ttern s. A s H ouseholder (1971: 21) points out
One fa ct which su g g e sts  that w hat w e have sto red  is  m ore  lik e  
a concordance than a  d iction ary  [ and ru le s]  i s  the frequency  
with w hich w e ca ll up, not s in g le  w o rd s , but w hole sen ten ces  
and long p h r a se s . . . . unquestionably w e have th is  a b ility  
[ to produce and understand sen ten ce s  w hich w e have n ever  
heard b e fo r e ] , but the o c ca s io n s  on w hich w e a re  ca lled  upon 
to  u se  it to the full are  probably in frequent. M ostly  w e  
im p ro v ise  . . . sen ten ces  and paragraphs patched up from  
o ld er  sen ten ces  and paragraphs, w ith an o cca sio n a l daring  
substitu tion  o f a s in g le  w ord h ere  o r  th er e . When w e w rite  
a r tis t ic  p rose  o r  v e r s e  (orig in a l not tran sla ted ) a  kind of 
su b con sciou s cen so r  t r ie s  to prevent rep etition s o f b its  m ore  
than th ree  o r  four w ords in len gth , but a concordance of one 
m an's spoken output fo r  a  y e a r  o r  tw o o r  even  o f a volum inous  
w r ite r 's  . . . w ritten  output m ight be in stru c tiv e . Until w e get 
th is ,  w e can have no ex a ct id ea  o f the re la tiv e  proportions of 
orig in a lity  and rep etition .
M ost o b se r v e r s  o f ch ild  language have noted that ch ildren  o v e r ­
g en era lize  . In th is  sam p le  of ch ild ren , on the w h o le , it w as the 
Interm ediates (c la ss if ie d  a s  such  accord ing to th e ir  perform ance  
and s tr a te g ie s  in the E a sy /E a g e r  te s t)  who show ed a  tendency to  
o v erg en era lize ; they even added in flectio n s to the a lread y  in flected
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irreg u la r  form s: ea ten ed , m o ste s t , grow ned, s to le d  e t c .  T he  
P r im it iv e s , num bering 11, produced ju st two such  form s: m o stest  
and f e e t s ; one other did produce the form  111 o tter 11 in the s e n se  of 
m o r e , but lo t , though sem a n tica lly  m arked , lack s a  form al 
m arking; th ere fo re , it  i s  not in ex a ctly  the sa m e  ca teg o ry  as m ost  
o r  fe e t  e tc .
T he P r im itiv e s' relu ctan ce to  add a  regu lar in flection  to  an 
alread y  in flected  form  b eco m es m ore  s ig n ifica n t when w e d isco v er  
that th ey  have a la rg e  rep erto ire  o f such  irreg u la r  fo r m s . F or  
in sta n ce , the follow ing fo rm s w ere  a lm o st e x c lu s iv e ly  produced  
by the P r im itiv es: W omen (1 ) , Men (3) , fe e t  (2 ), and m ice  (3 ). In 
gen era l th e se  data se e m  to show  that the P r im itiv e s  have a le s s e r  
f le x ib ility  than the In term ed ia tes , and quite a la r g e  proportion of 
th e ir  language behavior m ay be ju st  prefab ricated  o r  unanalyzed  
ro u tin es , s to red  in the m em ory a s  su c h .
T h ere  is  another b it o f ev id en ce  in support o f th is  in feren ce .
In the c a se  o f one child  on whom  developm ental data a re  av a ila b le , 
w e find that f iv e  m onths e a r l ie r  he w as using the irreg u la r  com para­
t iv e  b e tte r , but at the t im e  of th is  study b etter  had given  way to 
go o d er; s im ila r ly , the e a r l ie r  m illio n s  o f b lock s gave w ay to  
m o s te s t . T h is  scan ty  ev id en ce  d oes se e m  to  su g g e st  that ch ildren
s ta r t  by being r ig id , but gradually  becom e m ore f le x ib le ,  
adventurous and in n ovative . But perhaps p erso n a lity  d ifferen ces
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a re  a lso  involved .
T he stra teg y  o f the child  at the P r im itiv e  le v e l s e e m s  to  be 
e ith er  rote production o f an unanalyzed form  or s im p ly  o m iss io n  
o f a  required m arker; the s tra te g y  o f  the child  at the Interm ediate  
s ta g e  s e e m s  to be to oversu p p ly  m a r k e rs . It is  as if ,  having 
d isco v ered  the detachability  o f m a r k e r s , th ey  want to u se  them  
any and everyw h ere . T hey a lso  com e to exp ect the p resen ce  of  
m a rk ers . In the E a sy /E a g e r  se n te n c e s  th ey  look fo r  the m arked  
form ; with the p a ssa g e  o f y e a r s  th is  habit o r  stra teg y  doesn't  
se e m  to ch an ge. The adult a lso  continues to  exp ect and look fo r  
m a rk ers, im p lic it or  e x p lic it , a s  is  shown by the adult P a s s e r s '  
in terpretations o f 'A' (am biguous) a d jectiv es  in the E a sy /E a g er  
type of s e n te n c e s . If th is  se a r c h  fo r  and anticipation of m ark ers  
i s  the ex p ressio n  of a sp e c if ic  language learn ing a b ility , as C rom er  
(1972) su g g e s ts , the adults learn ing E n glish  a s  a  secon d  language, 
at le a s t  in th is  sa m p le , a re  not devoid o f it .
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An E m p irica l Investigation  o f the S tr a te g ie s  o f Adults 
L earning E nglish  a s  a  S econ d  Language
198 foreign  adults w e re  the su b jects  in th is  stu d y . T h eir  
personal data a re  shown in T ab le 8 on page 142. A ll the su b jects  
w ere  en ro lled  in the E nglish  O rientation P rogram  at L ou isiana  
S ta te  U n iv ersity  (Baton R ouge), a program  that ca ter s  to  the needs  
o f foreign  students who need further instruction  in E nglish  b efore  
th ey  can en ter a c o lleg e  or  u n iv ersity  in the United S ta te s . A 
m ajority  of them  a lread y  p o s s e s s  at le a s t  one u n iv ersity  d egree  
from  th e ir  hom e country and have com e to  the United S ta te s  for  
higher p rofession a l tra in in g . Thus they con stitu te  a fa ir ly  w e ll-  
m otivated group.
All th ese  su b jects  w ere  ad m in istered  a  te s t  divided into three  
parts: the f ir s t  part co n sisted  of E a sy /E a g e r  type o f s e n te n c e s , the 
second part co n sisted  o f sen ten ces  on pron om in alization . T he
sen ten ces  on th ese  two te s t s  w ere the sa m e  as had been ad m in istered
1 2  to  the ch ild ren . T he third part co n sisted  o f 30 sen ten ces  on
A s k /T e ll /P r o m ise  divided into f iv e  groups a s  fo llow s: Ask
(p erm issio n  or  question) (5); T e ll (6); A sk  (req u est o r  com m and)
(7); P ro m ise  (6); O thers (6 ). (The s c o r e s  for  A sk w ere  la ter
adjusted so  that the ta b les  that fo llow  show  the s c o r e s  out o f a
total o f s ix  fo r  each  of the fiv e  grou p s).
1 2 S e e  pp. 105, 11 3 -  114 S e e  Appendix B on p . 182
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T he te s t  w as ad m in istered  to the su b jects  in th e ir  regu lar  
c la s s e s  during the f ir s t  th ree  w eek s o f Ju n e, 1974. A fter the  
in vestiga tor  w as introduced to each  c la s s  he m ade a  sh o r t sp eech  
explaining the purpose o f the te s t  to  m otivate them  and arou se  
th e ir  in te r e s t . T he m ethod o f p resenting  in stru ction s to  them  
through a tape reco rd er  w as rejected  a s  being unsuitable in th is  
con tex t. An im p erson al approach a s  v ia  tape recorded  in stru ction s  
m ight have fa iled  to e s ta b lish  the proper rapport w ith them  and 
th e ir  ensuing in d ifferen ce could have fru strated  the a im s o f the 
ex p er iem en t. H ow ever, the in v estig a to r  took ca re  not to vary  h is  
sp eech  or  in stru ction s too  much in d ifferent c l a s s e s .
T he introductory sta tem en t w as as below:
F r ie n d s , I am in the L in g u istic s  Program  at L S  U , and am  
doing so m e  r esea rch  into the p r o c e s se s  o f learn ing E nglish  a s  a  
secon d  language. It has long been a  popular b e lie f  that learn ing  
a secon d  language is  v e ry  d ifferent from  learn ing on e’s  native  
language. But cu rren t resea rch  findings on p r o c e s se s  o f  
language acqu isition  throw s e r io u s  doubt on th is  p o sitio n , and 
se e m  to  su g g e st  that th ere  m ay not be any g rea t d ifferen ce  
betw een the m ethods by w hich one lea rn s  o n e 's  native language  
and a foreign  language. If th is  v iew  is  co rr e c t  and is  fu rth er  
supported by m y r e se a r c h , it  w ill have im portant im p lica tio n s  
fo r  the m ethods of teach ing foreign  la n g u a g es. Though you a re  
en ro lled  in a v ery  e ffic ien tly  run program  you m ust adm it that 
th ere is  alw ays room  fo r  im provem en t. And th ere fo re  I am su r e  
that I w ill have your co -o p era tio n . P le a se  tr y  to do your b e s t  in 
the te s t  that I am  going to g ive  you even  though it  it not going to 
count toward your g ra d e . S o m e of the sen ten ces  m ight appear  
to  be s o  s im p le  a s  to m ake you w onder how your p erform an ce on 
them  could throw any light on the p r o c e s se s  o f learn ing a 
language. But I a s su r e  you that a fter  the t e s t  when I explain  th eir  
relevan ce you w ill find it v e ry  in terestin g .
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A fter  th is  introductory statem en t the t e s t  s h e e ts  w ere  handed 
out and they w ere  told  in detail what they  w ere  required  to do. T hey  
w ere  a lso  told  that if  th ere  w as any word o r  p h ra se , p a rticu lar ly  in 
the f ir s t  part o f  the t e s t ,  that they did not understand, they should  
ask  fo r  its  m eaning b efore attem pting that part o f the t e s t .  Then  
they  w er e  allow ed to  proceed  at th e ir  own speed ; th ere  w as no tim e  
l im it . T h e ir  personal data w ere  co llec ted  from  two so u rces: th e ir  
reco rd s in the E nglish  O rientation P rogram , and th e ir  a n sw ers  
to  the q u estio n n a ire1 adm in istered  by the in v estig a to r . T he  
su b jects  w ere  assu red  that a ll th eir  r e p lie s  w ere  s tr ic t ly  confidential 
and that th e ir  nam es would not be used  an any rep ort o r  a r tic le  
m eant for  p r iv a te  circu la tion  o r  publication.
S co r in g  w as done in the sa m e w ay as in the c a se  o f ch ild ren .
In the f ir s t  p art, each  se n ten c e , excep t th o se  containing the am bigu­
ous a d je c tiv e s , w as sco red  cis c o r rec t or  in c o r r e c t , and it  w as  
noted w hether the e r r o r  w as in interpreting an 'S ' (su b ject)  
ad jective  a s 'O' (object) a d jectiv e , or v ic e  v e r s a .  T he in terp re­
ta tion s o f the th ree ’A' (am biguous) ad jectiv es  w ere  a lso  reco rd ed .
In addition, a tabulation o f e r r o r s  on each  ad jective  w as m ade. In 
the second  te s t  (pronom inalization) , th e ir  co r r e c t  s c o r e  on the 
m andatory non-identity  ch o ices  w as noted as w e ll a s  the num ber of  
optional non-identity  ch o ices  m ade by them; the la tter  w as further
1
S e e  Appendix C on p. 184
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subdivided into two ca teg o r ie s  accord ing to  w hether the pronoun 
preceded  or  fo llow ed  the co -o ccu rr in g  noun p h ra se . In the third  
p art, the s c o r e  fo r  each  of the v erb s  w as noted sep a ra te ly .
S im p le  s ta t is t ic s  and product m om ent co rre la tio n s  w ere
•i
ca lcu lated  fo r  all the v a r ia b les  involved on an IB M /360 com puter  
using the S ta tis tic a l A n a ly sis  S y s te m . T he su b jects  w ere  grouped  
in two d ifferen t w ays: according to th e ir  native la n gu ages, and 
according to th e ir  perform ance and stra teg y  in the E a sy /E a g er  
test;th e  la tter  y ield in g  th ree c la s s e s  o f P r im itiv e  Rule U s e r s ,  
In term ed ia tes, and P a s s e r s .  T he ta b les  that fo llow  p resen t  
the re su lts  according to both th ese  grou p in gs. C hildren’s  s c o r e s  
are a lso  shown for  p urposes o f com p arison .
Given below  a re  so m e abbreviations used  in the follow ing  
tab les:
P r im itiv e  = P r im itiv e  Rule U se r s
Inter = Interm ediates
OER = E rro rs  on 'O' ad jectives
SE R  = E rro rs  on 'S ' ad jectives
1 T h ere  w ere  36 v a r ia b les  in a l l ,  and included the su b jects' 
s c o r e s  on TO EFL (T est o f E nglish  A s a  F oreign  L anguage), on 
"instrum ental" and "integrative" m otiva tion s, e th n o cen tr ism , 
authoritarian ism  e tc .  ( c f .  G ardner & L am b ert, 1972). How­
e v e r , a ll those data aw ait a fu lle r  a n a ly sis  at so m e la te r  date. 
T h is study rep orts  only the resu lts  that a re  im m ed iately  relevant  
to  its  p u rp o ses .
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ONPT = 'O' in terpretation  o f am biguous ad jectives
SN P T  = 'S ' in terpretation  o f am biguous ad jectives
PRN = C orrect m andatory non-identity  ch o ices
PND = Optional non-identity  ch o ices
PCD = Optional non-identity  ch o ices  w here the
pronoun p reced es the noun phrase
PFL  = Optional non-identity  ch o ices  w here the
pronoun fo llow s the noun phrase
Ask(p) = A sk (p er m iss io n , question)
A sk(r) = A sk (req u est, com m and)
E a sy /E a g e r
The s c o r e s  fo r  E a sy /E a g er  are  shown in T ab le  9 on page 143. 
What is  rem arkable in th ese  r e su lts  is  the s im ila r ity  o f pattern  
betw een the ch ild ren ’s  s c o r e s  and adults' (a s  a  w h o le , a s  w ell as  
according to language grou p s). It i s  only in the in terpretation  of  
am biguous ad jectives that th ere is  an appreciab le d ifferen ce betw een  
the ch ildren  and the adults: the ch ildren  predom inantly m ake an 
'S ' interpretation  of 'A' ad jectives (m ea n = 2 .13 out o f 3 ) , w h ereas  
among the adults the 'O' and 'S ' in terpretation s are a lm o st equal 
( 'S ' = 1 .48  and 'O' = 1 .5 2 ) . Only the A rabic group show s a s im ila r  
pattern to  that o f ch ild ren . T he sm a ll num ber of ch ildren  in the  
study and th eir  re la tiv e ly  low er m ean age (lo w er than that o f the
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TABLE 8 
P erson al Data o f Adult S u b jec ts
Age
M eans of
Y ea rs  of 
E nglish  
in hom e 
country
Gap (in  
y e a r s )  in 
study o f  
E n glish
P eriod  o f  
study of 
E nglish  
in U SA  
(in w eek s)
N ative
Language
Spanish  (98) 26 .1 5 .5 2 5 .2 9 1 2 .8 3
P ersia n  (31) 2 4 .1 3 7 .2 6 2 .5 8 8 .2 9
A rabic (24) 3 0 .0 8 6 .5 6 6 .6 0 1 7 .5 6
O thers* (45) 2 5 .4 7 6 .8 6 4 .4 8 10.91
T otal (198) 2 6 .2 0 6 .2 2 4 .8 4 1 2 .2 8
P r im itiv e  (56) 2 6 .6 0 6 .3 3 4.81 12 .72
Inter (99) 2 5 .9 8 6 .2 5 4 .7 0 1 2 .0 0
P a s s e r s  (43) 26.21 6 .0 0 5 .2 3 1 2 .2 8
* T he com p osition  of th is  group is  a s  fo llow s: P o r tu g ese , 12; 
T h a i, 16; T u rk ish , 5; J a p a n ese , 7; Cam bodian, 1; C h in ese , 1; 
Ita lian , 1; F ren ch , 2 .
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TA BLE 9
Mean S c o r e s  o f C hildren and A dults on 
E a sy /E a g e r  T  e s t
T otal
S c o r e OER SE R ONPT S N P T
(13) (5) (4)
rvCO (3)
C hildren
P r im itiv e (11) 9 .0 0 3 .9 0 0 .0 9 0 .1 8 2 .8 1
Inter (5) 9 .8 0 1 .6 0 1 .6 0 2 .4 0 0 .6 0
T otal
lults
(16) 9 .2 8 3 .1 9 0 .5 6 0 .8 8 2 .1 3
Spanish (98) 10 .22 2 .1 2 0 .6 7 1 .6 0 1 .4 8
P ersia n (31) 9 .6 8 2.71 0 .61 1 .61 1 .4 9
A rabic (24) 9 .1 3 3 .0 8 0 .7 9 0 .8 8 2 .1 3
O thers (45) 10 .1 8 2 .4 9 0 .3 3 1 .6 4 1 .4 5
T otal (198) 9 .9 9 2 .4 2 0 .6 0 1 .52 1 .4 8
P r im itiv e (56) 7.91 4 .6 6 0 .4 2 0.21 2 .7 9
Inter (99) 1 0 .1 6 1 .97 0 .8 7 1 .8 5 1 .1 5
P a s s e r s (43) 12 .3 3 0 .4 8 0 .1 9 2 .5 0 0 .5 0
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native sp ea k ers  o f E nglish  when they b ecom e aw are o f the 'O' 
in terpretation ), proba ■ y  exp la in s why the in terpretation  o f 'A 1 
a d jectiv es  by th ese  ch ildren  is  predom inantly an 'S ' in terpre­
ta tion . H ow ever, in the tota l s c o r e  on th is  t e s t ,  and 'O’ and 
•S' e r r o r s ,  th ere  i s  a rem arkable s im ila r ity  o f pattern betw een  
ch ildren  and adults: 'O1 e r r o r s  fa r  ex ceed  the ’S ' e r r o r s .
If w e look at the m ean s c o r e s  o f  in terp retation s o f 'A* ad jectiv es  
by the P r im itiv e  Rule U s e r s ,  In term ed iates and P a s s e r s ,  w e find 
that the 'S ' in terpretation s d e c r e a se  and 'O' in terpretation s in crea se  
a s  w e m ove from  the P r im itiv e  Rule U se r s  through the Interm ediates  
to  the P a s s e r s .  T h e r e fo r e , it  i s  the d ifferen ces  in the s tr a te g ie s  of 
approaching th ese  se n te n c e s , determ ined  by in crea sin g  com petence  
in E n g lish , that accounts fo r  th ese  d ifferen ces  in perform ance  
rather than the fact o f th e ir  d ifferen t lin g u istic  backgrounds. A  
breakdown o f  the lin g u istic  backgrounds o f  the P a s s e r s ,  P r im itiv e  
Rule U se r s  and Interm ediates is  shown in T ab le 10 on page 145.
A study o f th is  re v ea ls  a s im ila r  pattern of p erform ance on the 
E a sy /E a g e r  te s t  fo r  all the language gro u p s. T he P ers ia n  and 
A rabic group are  som ew hat lopsided  in being m ore concentrated  
in the P r im itiv e  ca teg o ry . But the explanation fo r  th is  lo p sid ed n ess  
probably l ie s  in such  fa c to rs  a s  m otivation , e th n ocen tr ism , 
authoritarian ism  e t c . ,  (c f .  G ardner and L am b ert, 1972) 
rather than th e ir  lin g u istic  background.
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TA BLE 10
L in g u istic  Background of P r im itiv e  Rule U s e r s ,  In term ed iates  
and P a s s e r s  on the E a sy /E a g e r  T e s t
P r im itiv e  Rule Interm ediates P a s s e r s  
U se rs
(56) (99) (43)
Spanish (98) 18 57 23
P ersia n (31) 13 12 6
A rabic (24) 13 9 2
O thers (45) 12 21 12
T ab le 11 on page 146 show s the product m om ent co rre la tio n s  
betw een ’O1 e r r o r s  and 'S ' e r r o r s ,  and betw een 'O' (object)  
in terpretation  and ’S ' in terpretation  o f 'A 1 a d je c tiv e s . A 
g lan ce at the tab le  rev ea ls  a v ery  in terestin g  phenom enon. Both 
among ch ildren  and ad u lts, those who m ake ’O' e r r o r s  a re  fa r  
l e s s  prone to m ake 'S ' e r r o r s ,  and v ic e  v e r s a . S im ila r ly , those  
who m ake 'S ' in terpretation s of 'A' ad jectiv es  are not at a ll lik e ly  
to  m ake 'O' in terp reta tio n s, and v ic e  v e r s a . In other w o rd s , both 
ch ildren  and adults fa ll into two ca teg o r ies  w hich m ay be designated  
•O '-oriented  and 'S '-o r ie n te d , according to the approach used  in 
decoding sen ten ces  o f th is  ty p e . It is  im portant to note that th is  
d iv ision  cu ts a c r o s s  languages and cu ltu res; no one lin g u istic  group  
is  m ore o r  le s s  d isp osed  in one or  the other d irection .
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TA BLE 11
C orrela tion s Betw een 'O' and 'S ' E rro rs;  
And Betw een 'O' and ’S ’ Interpretations  
Of 'A 1 A djectives
C orrelation  
betw een  
'O' e r r o r s  
and 'S '  
e r r o r s
ja le s s  
than
C orrelation  *
betw een
'S '
and 'O'
In terpretations
C hildren (16) - 0 .8 2 .0002 -1  .0 0
Adults
Sp an ish (98) - 0 .5 2 .0001 - 0 .9 9 6
P ersia n (31) - 0 .5 7 .002 -1  .0 0
A rabic (24) - 0 .5 6 .004 -1  .0 0
O thers (45) - 0 .5 4 .001 -1  .0 0
P r im itiv e (56) - 0 .9 6 .0001 -1  .0 0
Inter (99) - 0 .7 3 .0001 1 • o o
P a s s e r s (43) 1 • O o .0001 - 0 .9 8
T ota l( A dults) (198) - 0 .5 2 .0001 - 0 .9 9 8
In th is  correla tion  p i s  l e s s  than .0001 in ev ery  c a se
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P ronom inal ization
T he mean s c o r e s  o f the adults on pronom inatization are  
shown in T able 12 on page 148, and so m e product m om ent c o r r e ­
la tion s in T ab le 13 on page 149. E xcept in the c a se  o f the A rabic  
group (who make few er  non-identity  in terpretation s re la tiv e  to  
th e ir  s c o r e  on th is t e s t ) ,  and the P ersia n  group (w hose s c o r e  on 
pronom inal ization  is  low er than that o f the r e s t) ,  th ere  is  a  grea t  
s im ila r ity  in the pattern o f re su lts  fo r  ch ildren  and adults as  a 
s in g le  group or a s  divided into language grou p s. What i s  even  m ore  
str ik in g  is  that out o f the optional n on-identity  in terpretation s m ade, 
the ’preced in g’ ( i . e . ,  w here the pronoun p reced es the noun phrase)  
fa r  exceed  the ’fo llow in g’ ( i . e . , w h ere the pronoun fo llow s the noun 
p h ra se ). T h is  i s  true of the A rabic group a lso .
If w e look at the r e su lts  from  the point o f v iew  of the su b jects' 
c la ss if ic a tio n  into P r im itiv e  Rule U ser s , Interm ediates and P a s s e r s  
in the E a sy /E a g e r  t e s t ,  w e again find an in crea se  in s c o r e s  from  
the P r im itiv e  (m ean= 3 .8 0 )  through the Interm ediates (m ean = 4 .4 7 )  
to  the P a s s e r s  (m ean = 4 .6 3 ) .
T he co rre la tio n  betw een s c o r e  of c o r re c t  an sw ers and the num ber 
o f  other optional non-identity  ch o ices  v a r ie s  w id e ly , but that betw een  
optional non-identity  ch o ic e s  and the ’preceding' pronoun is  a lm ost  
constant and v ery  high. In other w o rd s, w henever both ch ildren  and 
adults make a non-identity  in terpretation , the pronoun involved
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TA BLE 12
Mean S c o r e s  o f C hildren and A dults on Pronom inalization
M andatory
non-identity
Optional non-identity  ch o ices
ch o ices
(5)
P reced in g  *  
(5)
Follow ing
(5)
~  T otal 
(10)
C hildren
P r im itiv e (11) 3 .5 5 2 .0 9 1 .0 0 3 .0 9
Inter (5) 3 .6 0 2 .2 0 1 .4 0 3 .6 0
Total (16) 3 .5 6 2 .1 3 1 .13 3 .2 6
A dults
Spanish (98) 4 .4 3 2 .5 6 0 .7 9 3 .3 5
P ersia n (31) 3 .8 7 2 .5 2 0 .9 0 3 .4 2
A rabic (24) 4 .2 4 1 .4 4 0 .4 4 1 .88
O thers (45) 4 .4 3 1 .9 5 0 .5 4 2 .5 2
P r im itiv e (56) 3 .8 0 2 .3 6 1 .0 0 3 .3 6
Inter (99) 4 .4 7 2 .2 2 0 .5 6 2 .7 9
P a s s e r s (43) 4 .6 3 2 .3 0 0 .6 5 2 .9 5
Total (198) 4 .3 2 2 .2 8 0.71 2 .9 9
* i . e . ,  when the pronoun p reced es the noun phrase
** i . e . , when the pronoun fo llo w s the noun phrase
TA BLE 13 
P ronom inalization  C orrela tion s
r PR N ,PN D £  le s s  
than
rPN D , PCD* r P C D ,P F L £  less  
than
Children (16) 
(16) 
Adults
0 .6 4 .0 0 7 0 .9 0 0.35** o • 00 *
Span ish (98) 0 .2 5 .01 0 .91 0 .4 8 .0001
P ersia n (31) 0.51 .0 0 4 0 .9 0 0 .3 8 .0 3
A rabic (24) 0 .4 3 .0 3 0 .9 4 0 .1 4 * * .61**
O thers (45) 0 .25** .09** 0 .8 9 0 .3 3 .0 3
P rim itive(56 ) 0 .5 0 .0002 0 .9 0 0 .5 0 .0002
Inter (99) 0 .2 3 .0 2 0.91 0 .3 5 .0006
P a s s e r s (43) 0 .26** .08** 0 .9 3 0 .4 2 .004
T otal (198) 0 .3 0 .0001 0 .9 0 0.41 .0001
- •* A ll PC D ,PN D  c o rre la tio n s  a re  s ig n ifica n t beyond _p le s s  
than .0001
**Not sign ifican t
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a lm o st alw ays p reced es the noun p h ra se .
H ow ever, th ere  is  a  g rea t d ifferen ce  betw een the P r im itiv e  
Rule U se r s  and P a s s e r s  in the co rre la tio n  betw een the s c o r e  on 
m andatory non-identity  c h o ice s  and the optional non-identity  ch o ices  
m ade. It would se e m  as if  the P r im itiv e  Rule U se r s  w ere  again  
using a rigid  stra teg y  of attributing non-identity  to any pronoun 
that happened to  p reced e the noun p h r a se . T he ch o ices  o f the  
P a s s e r s ,  how ever, can be sa fe ly  assu m ed  to  be based  on understand­
in g .
A sk /T e ll
T he mean s c o r e s  o f the su b jects  a re  shown in tab le  14 on page
1 51 . A carefu l study of th is  tab le  again sh ow s that w h ereas the  
variation  in the mean s c o r e s  o f the su b jec ts  grouped accord ing to 
th e ir  lin g u istic  background s e e m s  to  be random , th e ir  s c o r e s  
grouped according to th e ir  p erform ance on the E a sy /E a g e r  te s t  
show  the sa m e pattern a s  in pronom inalization: there^is a  regu lar  
imprc' 'ement in s c o r e s  from  the P r im itiv e  Rule U se r s  to  P a s s e r s .
A  look at the co rre la tio n s  below  r e v e a ls  a sig n ifica n t negative  
correla tion  between the P r im itiv e s ' s c o r e s  on A sk (p erm iss io n )  
and T e lt
P r im itiv e Inter P a s s e r s
rA sk(p), T e ll - 0 .4 0  
(p l e s s  than .oo4 )
No C orrelation
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TA BLE 14
Mean S c o r e s  o f Children and A dults on 
A sk /T  e ll
Ask(p) T e ll A sk (r ) P r o m ise  O thers T otal
(6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (30)
C hildren
P r im it iv e (1 1) 2.81 4 .1 8
Inter (5) 3 .6 0 3 .6 0
T otal (16) 3 .0 6 4 .0 0
Adults
Spanish (98) 4 .6 0 4 .9 8 5 .6 9 4 .7 7 5.41 2 5 .4 7
P ersia n (31) 3.91 4 .2 3 4 .4 2 4 .31 5 .2 9 2 2 .2 3
A rabic (24) 4 .2 7 4 .4 8 4 .9 2 4 .9 3 5 .3 6 2 4 .0 8
O thers (45) 4 .2 2 4 .8 6 5 .6 6 5 .2 8 5 .6 8 2 5 .8 9
P rim itive(56 ) 4 .0 0 4 .0 5 4 .61 4 .4 5 5 .2 5 2 2 .4 4
Inter (99) 4 .4 3 4 .9 2 5 .6 3 4 .7 3 5.41 2 5 .1 7
T otal (198) 4 .3 5 4 .7 7 4 .8 3 5 .3 9 5 .4 4 2 4 .7 8
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T h is n egative co rre la tio n  show s that the P r im itiv e  Rule U se r s  
a re  again using a rig id  s tr a te g y , that i s ,  applying or  v io latin g  the  
M inimum D istan ce P r in c ip le  in d iscr im in a te ly . T he m ean s c o r e s  do 
not revea l the w hole truth b ecau se so m e of the P r im itiv e  Rule U se r s  
g en era lized  from  A sk (p) to T e ll i . e . , v io lated  the M D P fo r  both 
A sk (p) and T ell; th u s, they got co r r e c t  an sw ers on A sk (p) but 
w ent wrong on T e ll  . (T h is gen era liza tion  from  A sk (p) to T e ll  had 
a lso  been found by K elleh er (1973) in h er  sam p le  of ch ild ren  learn ing  
E nglish  a s  a f ir s t  language. It s e e m s  as if  th is is  true o f foreign  
adults a lso ) . It is  th is  fact that exp la in s the P r im itiv e  Rule U se r s '  
a lm o st equal m ean s c o r e s  on both A sk (p) and T e ll (4 .0 0  and 4 .0 5  
r e sp e c tiv e ly ) . T he P a s s e r s ’ m ean s c o r e s  a re  4 .6 8  and 5 .4 0  
r e sp e c tiv e ly , and th ere i s  no correlation : th eir  an sw ers are  based  
on understanding, and a re  not the resu lt o f a  blind s tr a te g y .
It s e e m s  that the E a sy /E a g e r  te s t  taps so m e im portant lin g u istic  
a b ility , an ab ility  that c o n s is ts  in being able to  reco v er  deleted  deep  
stru ctu re m a ter ia l. H ow ever, in th is resp ect th ere a re  so m e  s im i­
la r it ie s  betw een the two t e s t s . Both involve the ab ility  to  d istin gu ish  
two m odes o f a ssign in g  an absent subject; and in both c a ses  the 
lea rn er  s e e m s  to s ta r t  by applying one general rule fo r  subject  
assign m en t (the ru les  fo r  E ager and T e l l ) , and only la te r  lea rn s  
that the o th er type co n stitu tes  an excep tion . H ow ever, the lea rn er  
can begin the o th er w ay about a lso  i . e . , g en era lize  from  Ask (p) to 
T e l l .
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
T he purpose o f th is  study w as to  a sc e r ta in , e m p ir ic a lly , 
w hether ch ildren  learn ing a f ir s t  o r  a second  language, and adults  
learning a secon d  language, u se  s im ila r  s tr a te g ie s .  S ix teen  foreign  
ch ildren  and 198 foreign  adults ( with d ifferen t lin g u istic  and cultural 
backgrounds) who had been in the United S ta te s  from  a  few  w eek s  
to  two y e a r s  w ere  ad m in istered  te s t s  to  a scer ta in  th eir  com p re­
hension o f E a sy /E a g e r  type o f s e n te n c e s , non-identity  condition  
in pronom inalization , and A sk /T e ll d istin ctio n . In addition, 
N eg a tiv es , W h-q u estio n s , and so m e Inflections w ere  productively  
e lic ite d  from  the ch ildren  in an exp erim en ta l se ttin g .
T h is w as a c r o s s -s e c t io n a l study and did not attem pt to e sta b lish  
any seq uence o f learn ing E nglish  syntax b ased  upon age o r  period  
o f exp osure to E n g lish . Perhaps only longitudinal s tu d ies  could  
accom p lish  that p u rp ose. Though c r o s s -s e c t io n a l s tu d ies  in the 
acqu isition  of E nglish  as a f ir s t  language have been used to e sta b lish  
a seq uence of learn ing (Menyuk 1969; de V ill ie r s  and de V illie r s  
1973), they are  based  on the assum ption  that v ariou s a sp e c ts  o f
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syntax have " sim ila r  grow th cu rv es  and m aintain roughly the sa m e  
rela tiv e  ranking at each  M L_ U v a lu e ."  (de V ill ie r s  and de V illie r s  
1973: 270-271) S o  fa r  the only  support fo r  th is  assum ption  has 
been in the v ery  lim ited  a rea  o f the 'gram m atica l m orphem es' that 
constituted  the sub ject m atter o f de V illie r s ' stu d y . Cook (1973) 
in h er c r o s s -se c t io n a l study did p o sit a  seq u en ce  fo r  adult su b jects  
learning E nglish  as a secon d  language, according to the perid o f  
th e ir  exp osure to E n g lish . H er findings m ust have been the resu lt  
o f fortu itous c ircu m stan ces: the p resen t study show s v ery  c le a r ly  
that in the c a se  o f adults w ith h eterogeneous backgrounds 'period  
o f exp osure to English' d oesn 't have any definable m eaning. T he  
p resen t study found no co rre la tio n s betw een the su b jects' perform  
m ance s c o r e s  on any of the ta sk s  and a g e , period  o f exp osu re to  
E n glish  in th eir  hom e country or in the United S ta te s ,  and the gap 
betw een th e ir  stopping the study o f E nglish  in hom e country and 
startin g  it again in the United S ta te s .  A ll th ese  v a r ia b les  m ust 
in teract in v ery  com plex  w ays as p o ss ib le  determ inants o f a 
le a rn er 's  com petence and, s in c e  w e know litt le  about the sep a ra te  
e ffe c ts  o f each  in the c a se  o f a d u lts , trying to e s ta b lish  a seq uence  
of learn ing is  a h o p eless  ta sk  and, th ere fo re , w as not attem pted.
T he resu lts  show  that so m e  fa c to rs  o th er than those m entioned  
d eterm ine the lev e l o f th e se  su b jects' com p eten ce in E n g lish . F or  
exam p le , the low er half o f T ab le 8 on page 142 show s that the
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P r im itiv e  Rule U s e r s ,  Interm ediates and P a s s e r s  on E a sy /E a g er  
te s t  have p ra ctica lly  the sa m e m ean a g e , a lm ost the sa m e m ean  
num ber o f y e a r s  o f E nglish  in th eir  hom e .co u n tr ies , and a lm ost  
the sa m e m ean num ber o f w eek s of study o f E nglish  in the United  
S t a te s . T he only d ifferen ce  is  in the m eans o f the gap: P a s s e r s  
have a la r g e r  gap than the other two grou p s. If anything, th is  
la rg er  gap should have m eant a s lig h tly  reduced com petence in 
E n glish , but w e find that it is  ex a ctly  the op p osite . O bviously so m e  
oth er fa c to rs  a re  at w ork , and in the c a se  of such  heterogeneous  
groups (and th is ap p lies to  C ook's group a lso ) , m ea su res  such  as  
'exp osu re to  E nglish' have no va lid ity  b ecau se o f the v a st d ifferen ces  
in the quality and quantity o f that exp osure in variou s co u n tr ie s .
T he re su lts  on the E a sy /E a g e r  t e s t  show  that native ch ild ren , 
foreign  ch ild ren , and foreign  adults cam a ll be divided into three  
ca teg o r ies: P r im itiv e  Rule U s e r s ,  who alw ays in terpret the su r fa ce  
su b ject to be the deep subject; In term ed iates, who g ive  m ixed  
an sw ers; and P a s s e r s ,  who perform  c o r re c tly  on all the se n te n c e s .
In the c a se  o f native ch ildren  there is  a developm ental seq uence from  
the P r im itiv e  Rule U s e r s ,  through the In term ed iates, to the P a s s e r s .  
A s d isc u ssed  e a r lie r ,  there being no uniform  external m easu re  
availab le  in the c a se  o f foreign  ch ildren  and ad u lts, th eir  p e r fo r ­
m ance could not be seq u en tia lly  o rd ered . H ow ever, th ere  appears  
to  be a s im ila r ity  in the p ro cessin g  s tr a te g ie s  o f the native lea rn ers
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on the one hand, and fo re ig n  ch ildren  and adults on the o th er . With 
in creasin g  com p eten ce in the decoding of th is  type of stru ctu re  all 
th e se  groups have a  tendency to exp ect and se e k  the m arked form  
o f the adjective i . e . , the 'O' (object) fo r m . T h is  i s  c le a r  from  the 
P a s s e r s '  predom inantly ’O' in terpretation s o f 'A' (am biguous) 
a d jec tiv es . If w e pause to  co n sid er  i t ,  it i s  indeed a v er y  cu riou s  
find ing. When th ese  P a s s e r s  encounter 'S ' or  'O' a d je c tiv e s , they  
in terpret them  c o r r e c tly  sis 'S ' or  'O'; th e re fo r e , accord ing to the 
law s of ch an ce, th e ir  in terpretation s o f 'A' a d jectiv es  should have 
been equally  divided betw een 'O' and 'S ' in ter p re ta tio n s . But it  is  
a lm o st alw ays an 'O' in terp retation . C rom er (1 9 7 2 , 1974) argu es  
that an 'O '-orien tation  i s  an indication of the u tiliza tion  of a  sp e c if ic  
lin g u istic  a b ility . H ow ever, h is  argum ent lo s e s  fo r c e  when we  
d isco v er  that foreign  adults a lso  exh ib it th is  a b ility . O bviously , 
th is  'O '-orien tation  is  the resu lt o f so m e  gen era l cogn itive  ab ility  
that doesn't atrophy w ith a g e .
Another point o f s im ila r ity  betw een the perform ance o f native  
and foreign  lea rn ers  (both ch ildren  and adults) w as the d ifficu lty  
they had with two p articu lar  adjectives: Fun and T a sty  . T h is r a is e s  
the m ore general question  o f w hether the learn ing o f  th is  stru ctu re  
in vo lves a  m a stery  o f its  sy n ta ctic  stru ctu re  o r  w hether it a lso  
in vo lves the sem a n tic  knowledge of the p articu lar  a d je c t iv e s . 
Perhaps it  in vo lves both, and as d iscu sse d  on pp. 118-119 the
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learn in g  o f the p articu lar  is  a cce lera ted  in the p resen ce  o f com pe­
ten ce  in the m ore gen era l a sp e c ts  o f language.
In her t e s t  o f pronom inalization , C hom sky (1969) found th at, w ith  
v e r y  few  ex cep tio n s, ch ildren  above 5 y e a r s  6  m onths in h er  sa m p le  
had learned  the conditions under which a  non—identity relationsh ip  
obtains betw een an NP and a co -o ccu rr in g  pronoun in the sa m e  
se n te n c e , w h ereas ch ildren  below  that age had not. B ecau se  o f the  
rapidity and uniform ity with w hich th is con stru ction  i s  acq u ired , 
C hom sky sp ecu la ted  that perhaps the p r in cip le  o f  pronom inalization  
is  m ore b a sic  in language than the o th er con stru ction s that sh e  had 
stu d ied . K elleh er’s  inab ility  to  teach  th is  a sp ect o f pronom inalization  
to ch ildren  who had perform ed poorly  on it  would a lso  support th is  
ch aracter iza tion  of pronom inalization  a s  m ore b a s i c .1 T he p erfor­
m ance o f the su b jects  in the p resen t study (both ch ildren  and adults) 
c o r r e la te s  w e ll w ith th e ir  c la ss if ic a t io n  into the ca te g o r ie s  o f P r im i­
t iv e  Rule U s e r s ,  In term ediates and P a s s e r s ,  w ith an in crea sin g  m ean  
s c o r e  from  P r im itiv e s  (3 .8 0 )  to  P a s s e r s  (4 .6 3 ) .  S in c e  Chom sky  
found a p o sitiv e  corre la tio n  am ong her su b jec ts  on th e ir  p er fo r -  
m ance in a ll th ree  co n stru ctio n s, w e m ight u se  th e ir  perform ance  
on one as an ex tern a l m ea su re  to judge th e ir  perform ance on the 
o th e r s . It would s e e m  then that with in crea sin g  com p eten ce in
1 S e e  p . 133 for  a b r ie f  sta tem en t of the assum ption  underlying  
th is  co n clu sio n .
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E n g lish , as  revea led  by th e ir  p erform an ce on E a sy /E a g e r  t e s t ,  
th e se  ch ildren  and adults show  an in crea sin g  p rofic iency  in 
p ronom inalization . 26 P r im itiv e  R ule U se r s  out o f 56 (46.6% ),
64  Interm ediates out o f 99 (64%), and 28 P a s s e r s  out o f 43 (65.1% ) 
had a p er fec t s c o r e  on p ron om in alization . T h u s, P r im itiv e  Rule 
U se r s  fa ll into one ca teg o ry , and Interm ediates and P a s s e r s  into  
another. H ow ever, in the c a se  o f the P r im itiv e  Rule U ser s  th ere  
i s  a  high correla tion  betw een th e ir  s c o r e  on m andatory non-identity  
c h o ic e s  and optional n on -id en tity  ch o ices  made by them  (r  = 0 . 5 0 ,  
p l e s s  than .0002); th er e fo re , even  th is  46.6%  includes many who 
se e m  to  have m ade th e ir  ch o ices  on the b a s is  o f position ('preceding*) 
of the pronoun rather than on understanding. T h u s, there appears  
to  be a  c le a r -c u t  lin e  h ere  betw een two grou p s, as  in the case  o f  
native ch ild ren .
C hom sky found among h er  su b jects  a gradual im provem ent, w ith  
a g e , in the m asterin g  o f A sk (p ). H er su b jects  began to g en era lize  
from  T e ll to  A sk (p), and only gradually  learned  that the la tter  
constitu ted  an exception  to the M inim um  D istance P r in c ip le1 . (In 
K elleh er 's  1973 sa m p le  the g en era liza tion  w as fr o m A sk(p) to  T e ll^. 
Among th ese  foreign  ch ild ren  and a d u lts , w e again find an in creasin g  
m a stery  o f th is  d istin ction  a s  w e p a ss  from  the P r im itiv e  Rule U se r s
1 S e e  p. 75  ̂S e e  p p .77 -78
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to  the P a s s e r s  a s  shown in T ab le  14 on page 151 . We even  find that 
among the adult group th ere  a re  m any who g e n er a liz e  from  A sk (p) 
to  T e l l . T his would s e e m  to  show  an a lm o st ex a ct duplication of  
native ch ild ren 's  p erform an ce in all its  in tr ica cy  and com p exity .
We find ev id en ce that ch ild ren 's  com p eten ce in N egation is  
p aralle l to  th e ir  com p eten ce in W h-q u e stio n s , a s  in the c a s e  o f 
native ch ild ren . T h is  would su g g e st  that th e ir  s ta g e s  o f growth  
m ight a lso  be s im ila r .  In th e ir  perform ance on Inflections the  
foreign  ch ildren  exh ib it a lm o st the sa m e  pattern a s  the native  
ch ild ren . L ike the native le a r n e r s  they m ight begin w ith learning  
irreg u la r  form s but, when they induce a gen era l ru le , even  highly  
p ractised  irreg u la r  fo rm s fa ll a  v ic tim  to  the 'im p er ia lism ' o f the 
new ru le . A lso , th e ir  u se  o f in flec tio n s  i s  a s  p ro b a b ilistic  a s  that 
of the native ch ild ren , and th e ir  p erform ance on n on sen se w ords has 
the sam e relationsh ip  to th e ir  p erform an ce on rea l w ords a s  in the 
c a se  of native ch ild ren .
All th is  ev id en ce points in the sa m e  direction: ch ildren  and 
adults learning E nglish  a s  a  fore ign  language have much in com m on  
with native ch ildren  learn ing E nglish  as a  f ir s t  language. In the c a se  
of adults we have data only  on com p reh en sion  and, if  w e can  
gen era lize  from  s tr a te g ie s  o f perception  to  s tr a te g ie s  o f learn in g , 
th ese  data provide support fo r  the hyp oth esis o f  " essentia l"  
s im ila r ity  o f p r o c e s se s  o f f ir s t  and secon d  language acqu isition  in
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the c a se  o f the stru c tu res  stu d ied . It i s  a  m oot question  w hether  
th e se  resu lts  can be extrapolated  to  the o th er seg m en ts  o f language. 
H ow ever, one thing s e e m s  c lear: the d ifferen ces  in the lin g u istic  
backgrounds o f th e se  su b jects  did not show  up in th eir  perform ance  
on any of the t e s t s .  P erh aps in ter feren ce  from  on e's  f ir s t  language 
i s  m ost op erative at the phonological le v e l w h ere the n e c e ssa r y  
autom atization of articu la tory  m o v em en ts  b eco m es d ifficu lt, though 
perhaps not im p o ss ib le , beyond a certa in  a g e . At the lev e l of 
syntax w here h igher lev e l cogn itive  p r o c e s se s  a re  in volved , th ere  
should be litt le  in terf e r e n c e . At the le v e ls  in betw een there m ight 
or m ightn't be any in ter feren ce  depending upon how gen eral or  
p articu lar th ose  le v e ls  a r e .
It m ay be em p h asized  that the s im ila r ity  being referred  to above 
is  a  s im ila r ity  o f p ro cessin g  s tr a te g ie s ,  and not a s im ila r ity  in the 
seq uence o f learn ing o f sy n ta x . T he la tter  is  not v ery  s e c u r e ly  
esta b lish ed  even  in the c a se  o f ch ild ren  learn ing th e ir  f ir s t  lan gu ages. 
T h ere  is  an in crea sin g  am ount o f ev id en ce that the s ta g e s  o f develop­
m ent m ight be m ore com plex than had been th o u g h t,1 and th ere
2m ight be w ide d ifferen ces  among ch ild ren . A s d iscu ssed  e a r lie r  
on pp. 5 8 -5 9 a s im ila r  seq u en ce  could be resu lt  o f s im ila r  cogn itive  
developm ent of ch ild ren ,th e s im ila r it ie s  in th e ir  environm ent, the
1 S e e  p p .6 8 -6 9 , 78 2 S e e  pp. 131 f f .
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nature of language, and the nature o f the rea lity  that language s e e k s  
to  em body. At the sa m e  tim e there a re  bound to be d ifferen ces  
b eca u se  each  child  is  d ifferen t and h ea rs  a d ifferen t sa m p le  of 
language from  w hich he has to  induce the ru les  o f language.
In any c a s e ,  ch ildren  and adults learn ing E n glish  a s  a secon d  
language cannot have the sa m e  seq uence o f learn in g  E nglish  as the  
native ch ild ren . T he rea so n s a re  ob v iou s. T he native ch ildren  have 
to  w ait fo r  the sem a n tic  intention to develop  b efore they  can learn  
the form al apparatus of language to  e x p r e ss  i t .  O lder ch ildren  and 
adults learn ing a secon d  language su ffer  no su ch  handicap. F or  
them  the ord er  of learn ing m ay be determ ined  e n tir e ly  by the form al 
com p lex ity  o f the gram m ar.
T he p resen t study has shown so m e high co rre la tio n s  am ong the  
v ariou s a sp ec ts  o f syntax stu d ied . N ow , among corre la ted  
s tru c tu res  none should have a log ica l p r io r ity  o v er  the o th ers; they  
a ll m ight be learned  sim u ltan eou sly  o r ,  if  th ere  is  a tim e la g , one 
could attain m a stery  in any one f ir s t  and the o th ers  should fo llo w . 
T h e re fo re , it  would be m ore fruitful to look at lin g u istic  developm ent 
a s  if  it had both a v er tica l and a horizontal d im en sion , s o  that a s  the 
lea rn er  m oves v e r t ic a lly  upward, at each  point he could learn  a 
related  group of stru c tu res  beginning with any one stru ctu re  at that 
lev e l; in other w o rd s, fo r  the s tru ctu res  at the sa m e  horizontal lev e l 
th ere  need not be any p articu lar seq u e n ce . T he d isco v er y  o f such
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'p sych o lin gu istica lly ' co rre la ted  s e t s  o f sy n ta ctic  stru c tu res  or  
con stru ction s should  be one o f the im portant f ie ld s  o f re se a rc h  in 
language acq u isition .
T o sum  up, the ev id en ce  in th is study is  co n sisten t w ith the  
hypothesis that learn ing E nglish  a s  a  secon d  language by ch ildren  
and adults i s  not " essen tia lly"  d ifferent from  learning E nglish  as  
a native language. But th at, o f c o u r se , does not con stitu te  proof 
o f the hypothesis: that would requ ire much m ore ev id en ce than can  
be produced in a s in g le  stu d y . H ow ever, th ere  does not se e m  to  
be any real ev id en ce  that learn ing a secon d  language is  d ifferen t from  
learn in g  a  f ir s t  language. T he b e lie f  that the p ro ce ss  o f learn ing a 
second  language is  d ifferent from  that o f learning a f ir s t  w as based  
on the, now no lon ger accep tab le , taxonom ic d escrip tion  o f language  
a s  con sistin g  o f item s in certa in  arrn agem en ts, and the S —R 
b eh a v io rist explanation o f its  acqu isition  a s  a p ro ce ss  o f habit 
form ation . T h is  b e lie f  has endured so  long b ecau se the taxonom ic  
m odel and the habit th eory  o f language acquisition  a re  ap p licab le , 
to a certa in  ex ten t, at the phonological lev e l w here the d ifferen ces  
betw een the native sp ea k ers  and foreign  lea rn ers  are  a lso  the 
m ost n o ticea b le . But now, w ith both the taxonom ic m odel and S -R  
b eh aviorism  having b een , m ore or l e s s ,  abandoned in p sych o-  
lin g u istic  r e sea rch  as inadequate, there is  no b a s is  le ft fo r  the 
b e lie f  that learn ing f ir s t  and second  languages is  d ifferen t. It i s  an
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open q u estion , to be se tt led  by em p ir ica l r e se a r c h . T h e p resen t  
study has produced ev id en ce  about the "essen tia l"  s im ila r ity  
betw een the p r o c e sse s  o f f ir s t  and secon d  language acquisition  
(by ch ildren  and adults) at the a b stract le v e l o f a few  sy n ta ctic  
s tr u c tu r e s . The way is  now open fo r  further s tu d ies  o f th is  typ e.
T he re su lts  o f th is study have im portant im p lication s for the  
m ethods o f teaching foreign  lan gu ages. F o r  in sta n ce , it is  doubt­
ful if  it s e r v e s  any usefu l purpose to demand su p erfic ia l co r r e c tn e ss  
from  the lea rn e rs  from  the very  beginning. During the period when 
th e ir  sy ste m  is  s t il l  im p erfect the le a rn e r s  are  bound to o v e r ­
g en era lize  and o v er re g u la r iz e , w hich is  a ll to the good b ecau se it  
in d icates that they a re  learn ing language in a natural and, th ere fo re , 
a m ost e ffic ien t w ay. T h ere  need be no fe a r s  that the erron eou s  
fo rm s generated  by overgen era liza tion  w ill be d ifficu lt to erad icate  
la te r . T he ch ild ren 's  exam ple show s that when they have learned  
a rule even  the m ost highly p ractised  fo rm s are  frequently  the 
f ir s t  to  g o . T h ere fo re , even  in the c a se  o f the adult, th ese  'e r r o r s ' ,  
which a re  the inevitab le products o f an evolving sy s te m , w ill 
disappear autom atically  as  h is  sy ste m  approaches the target sy stem  
m ore and m ore c lo se ly .
As in f ir s t  language acq u isition , repetition  or drillin g  of iso la ted  
gram m atica l stru ctu res  is  not lik e ly  to accom p lish  anything b ecau se
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the lea rn er 's  sy s te m  m ay not be at a s ta g e  to  be able to  a s s im ila te  
i t .  Children learn ing a f ir s t  language f ilte r  out what does not fit  
in with th e ir  evolving co m p eten ce . T h is  is  s im ila r  to  what has been  
ca lled  'rea d in ess ' to  le a r n .1 T h ere fo re  only the p ra ctice  o f  
stru ctu res  that are  a lm o st on the grow ing ed ge o f a le a r n e r 's  
evolving sy ste m  can be u se fu l. A lso , as  in f ir s t  language a cq u isi­
tion ,gram m atica lly  uniform  but situ a tion a lly  random sen ten ces  can
phave lit t le  e ffec t on the acq u isition  p r o c e s s . If th ese  d r ills  are
overdone they m ight lead to  a r ig id ity  that d efea ts  the v ery  purpose
3 ■o f teaching a foreign  language as an instrum ent of com m unication .
1 S e e  p . 130
2 „S e e  p p .56-57
g
On the b a sis  o f the r e su lts  o f exp erim en ts involving retr iev a l 
o f m ateria l from  the m em o ry , P o llio  (1974: 255) rea ch es  the 
conclusion  that the " in crea se  in speed  and sk ill  c h a ra c ter is t ic  o f  
highly p ractised  re tr iev a l p erform ance is  the resu lt  o f learning  
a sp e c if ic  sequentia l s tru c tu r e , a  stru ctu re  purchased at the 
p rice  o f a d e cr ea se  in f le x ib ility  and g en era lity ."
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APPENDIX A
Q uestionnaire A nsw ered  by P aren ts o f F oreign  Children  
Included in the Study
N am e of the child: Date of Birth:
Date of ch ild 's  arr iva l in the United S ta tes:
Date of ch ild 's  joining sch o o l in the United S ta tes:
F a th er 's  Education: Country: N ative tongue:
M other's Education: Country: N ative tongue:
L anguages spoken at home:
Has the child  rem ained continuously in the United S ta te s  s in c e  h is  
o r  h er arr iva l ?
If not, p lea se  s ta te  the p eriod s when he o r  sh e  w as not in the United  
S ta te s ,  o r  any other E nglish  speaking country:
How often do you u se  E nglish  when speaking to  your child?
(C heck one again st both fa th er and m other):
Father: A lw a y s  F requently  ' S o m etim es  ' N ever
M other: A lw a y s  F req u en tly_____ S o m e t im e s_____ N e v e r ___
How often does the child  u se  E nglish  when speaking to you?
(C heck one against both fath er and m other):
Father: A lw a y s  F req u en tly_____ S o m e t im e s _____ N e v e r ___
M other: A lw a y s  F req u en tly_____ S o m e t im e s _____ N ev er
How often does your child  play with E nglish  speaking ch ildren  at hom e?  
(C heck one)
A lw a y s  F req u en tly  S o m e t im e s  N e v e r ___
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How often do you v is i t  your A m erican  fr ien d s  o r  a re  v is ite d  by them ? 
(C heck one)
Once a  w e e k _____________  O nce e v e r y  two w e e k s ____________
Once a  m on th ____________ L e s s  o f te n ______________
F o r how many hours p er  w eek  d oes you r ch ild  w atch te lev isio n ?
Do you try  to  teach  E n glish  to your child  at home?
If s o ,  for  how many hours p er  w eek?
Com pared with other ch ild ren  o f you r ch ild 's  age in your hom e 
country, how fluently  does you r ch ild  sp eak  h is  o r  h er m other tongue?
Check one V ery  F lu e n tly  M oderately  s o   P o or ly  s o _____
D oesn 't speak  the m other tongue at a l l _____
Check as many of the follow ing a s  a re  appropriate why you want 
your child  to learn  English:
1 . It w ill som eday be usefu l in getting him  a good jo b .
2 .  It w ill help him to m ake good fr ien d s  m o re  e a s ily  am ong E nglish  
speaking p eop le.
3 . I fe e l that no one i s  r e a lly  educated u n le ss  he is  fluent in the
E nglish  language.
4 . It should enable him  to think and behave a s  the A m erica n s do.
5 . One needs a good know ledge o f at le a s t  one foreign  language to  
win so c ia l recogn ition .
6 .  It w ill help him to  understand b etter  the A m erican  w ay o f l i f e .
Do you intend to  s e tt le  perm anently  in the United S ta te s  ?
If not, when do you intend to go back to your country ?
APPENDIX B
S e n ten ces  U sed in the A s k /T e ll /P r o m is e  T e s t  fo r  Adults
1 . John persuaded B ill to  con su lt a  d octor .
2 .  T h e boy asked the g ir l to  keep  q u ie t.
3 . T he g ir l told the boy w hich ch a ir  to  s i t  on .
4 . John persuaded B ill to  lend him  m oney.
5 . T he boy asked the g ir l w hich sh o e s  to  w e a r .
6 . John p rom ised  B ill to w ork hard.
7 . T he g ir l told  the boy w hich p ictu re to  m o v e .
8 .  T he boy asked the g ir l to  put on new s h o e s .
9 . T he boy forced  the g ir l to  w ash  the d ish e s .
10. T he g ir l asked the boy what to  paint.
11 . T he boy p rom ised  the g ir l to  w ash  the d ish e s .
12. T he g ir l asked the boy to stop  shou tin g .
13. John advised  B ill to  w ork hard.
14. T he boy asked the g ir l w hich bird to  fee d .
15. John prom ised  B ill to  return q u ick ly .
16. T he boy asked the g ir l to  go back to  the c la s s .
17. John forced  B ill to w ork la te .
18. T h e boy told the g ir l w hich toy  to  p lay w ith .
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19 . T he boy asked the g ir l w hich pencil to  sh arp en .
2 0 . John p rom ised  B ill to  fin ish  the w ork q u ick ly .
2 1 . T he boy asked the g ir l to  go aw ay.
2 2 . T he boy told  the g ir l w hich flo w ers  to  p ick .
2 3 . John p rom ised  B ill to  pay h is  d eb ts .
2 4 . T he boy told the g ir l w hich fru it to  e a t .
2 5 . John requested  B ill to  s ta y .
2 6 . T he boy asked the g ir l w hich book to read .
2 7 . John p rom ised  B ill to  w ork h ard er .
2 8 . T he g ir l told  the boy w hich ju ice  to  drink .
2 9 . T he boy asked the g ir l to  w alk a c r o s s  the s tr e e t .
3 0 . T he g ir l asked  the boy to w rite  a le t te r .
APPEN DIX C
Q u e s t io n n a ir e  A d m i n i s t e r e d  to  A dult S u b je c t s  
f o r  B a c k g r o u n d  I n fo r m a tio n
N a m e :__________________________________________  A g e _________________
L a st  F i r s t  M id d le  Y e a r s  M o n th s
A d d ress  and T e le p h o n e  N o _____________________________________________________
How long did you s tu d y  E n g l i s h  i n  y o u r  h o m e  co u n try ?  __________________
Y e a r s  M o n th s
How m any h ou rs p e r  w e e k  ?  Y o u r  n a tiv e  la n g u a g e ___________
Is th is  you r f ir s t  v i s i t  to  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  ? Y e s /N o /O t h e r  ( e x p la in )  
D ate o f a r r iv a l in th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s :
D ate o f jo in in g  the E n g l i s h  O r i e n t a t i o n  P r o g r a m :
S u p p lem en tary  Q u e s t io n n a ir e
P le a s e  g iv e  a p p ro x im a te  d a t e s  d u r i n g  w h ic h  y o u  s tu d ie d  E n g lish  in  
y o u r  hom e country:
S ch oo l: F r o m ______________t o _________________  H o u rs  p e r  w e e k __________
C o lle g e /U n iv e r s ity :
F r o m _____________ t o _________________  H o u rs  p e r  w e e k
P r iv a te  stu d y  at h o m e
F r o m ______________t o _________________ H o u rs  p e r  w e e k
Have you u sed  E n g lish  f o r  a n y  p u r p o s e  a f t e r  le a v in g  s c h o o l  o r  c o l l e g e  
and b efo re  com in g  to  th e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ?  If s o ,  d e s c r ib e  b r ie f ly  f o r  
w hat p u rp o se , and b e tw e e n  w h a t  d a t e s  :
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VITA
B o m  on 4th O ctober 1929 at Ludhiana (Panjab), India, B ishan  
Das S y n g le  graduated from  Sanatan Dharam  Parcharak  High S c h o o l,  
Ludhiana, in May 1944, w ith h is  nam e in scr ib ed  in the S ch ool 
R oll o f H onor. He r ec e iv e d  h is  B ach elor  of S c ie n c e  d egree from  
Panjab U n iv ers ity  in 1949, and M a ster  o f A rts (E n glish ) d eg ree  in 
1951. F rom  1951 to 1953 he taught E n glish  in tw o c o lle g e s  in 
Panjab b efo re  m igrating  to  D elh i. S in c e  1953 he has been teaching  
E n glish  language and lite r a tu r e  to graduate and undergraduate  
stu d en ts in D elh i U n iv ers ity  (N irm a la  C o lleg e , w hich w as 
renam ed K irori Mai C o lleg e  in 1954), D elh i, India. He studied  
J o u rn a lism  from  1953 to 1954 and rece iv ed  h is  D iplom a in 
J ou rn a lism  from  Panjab U n iv ers ity  in 1954. In 1960, he attended  
a S u m m er Institute in the T eachin g  o f P r e -U n iv e r s ity  E nglish  
at the C entral Institute o f E n g lish , H yderabad, India. From  1964 
to  1972 he ed ited  the "New O utlook", a  m u lti-lan gu age (E n g lish , 
H indi, Urdu and S a n sk r it)  C o lleg e  M agazine (published ir r e g u la r ly , 
at le a s t  on ce a y e a r  and so m e tim e s  tw ice  a y ea r) fo r  K irori Mai 
C o lle g e , D elhi U n iv e rs ity . In 1965, 1966, and 1969 he a lso  taught 
in the E n glish  O rientation P rogram  (S u m m er) fo r  foreign  students
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(from  South E a st A s ia , M iddle E ast e t c . ) ,  e n t e r i n g  Indian 
U n iv e r s it ie s .  In 1963 and 1964 he p rep a red  s o m e  teaching m a ter ia ls  
(E n g lish  language) fo r  the D irecto ra te  o f C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  C o u r se s ,  
Delhi U n iv e rs ity . He stud ied  L in g u is tic s  a t  D e l h i  U n iv ersity  from  
1966 to 1969, and rece iv ed  h is  p o st-g ra d u a te  D i p l o m a  in L in g u istic s  
in 1967 and M . L i t t . ,  d eg ree  in 1970, to p p in g  t h e  l i s t  o f rec ip ien ts  
in both. F or two y e a r s  (from  O ctober 1968 t o  » J u ly  1970) he w as  
the A cting C hairm an o f the D epartm ent o f E n g l i s h ,  K irori Mai 
C o lleg e . S in c e  A ugust 1972 he has been  on S t u d y  L eave from  
h is c o lle g e , w orking fo r  h is  P h . D  in L i n g u i s t i c s  at L ou isian a  
S ta te  U n iv e r s ity . F rom  1972 to 1973 he w a s  a. r e s e a r c h  a ss is ta n t  
in the P rogram  in L in g u is t ic s , and s in c e  A u g u s t  1973 he has been  
a teaching a s s is ta n t  in the D epartm ent o f E n g l i s h .  He w as  
awarded a su m m er  sch o o l fe llo w sh ip  both in  1 9 7 3  and 1974.
At p resen t he is  a candidate fo r  the d e g r e e  o f  F ^ h . D  in L in g u is t ic s .
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